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LONDON, OCTOBER 7, 1871. 
——~— 
THE JUDICATURE COMMISSION are attempting to draw 
a line of distinction between voluntary and involuntary 
credit, with a view to rendering a voluntary small debt 
irrecoverable at law. A statistical return now in course 
of preparation by the registrars of the county courts is 
avowedly intended to serve this purpose. The Home 
Office, which is the channel through which this kind of 











“information is obtained, asks the registrars to say in 


‘of “law reform.” 


how many cases “credit may be inferred to have been 
given voluntarily,” with a view to discovering how many 
of such “claims: would be abolished if they were not 
enforceable.” How registrars are to draw the required 
inferences will probably be a puzzle to most of them, if 
they attempt to go beyond the broad distinction between 
actions of contract and of tort. This, however, cannot 
be what the Home Office wants, unless the idea is to 
abolish all actions of contract below a certain sum. The 
teturn is to show how many cases of voluntary credit 
are entered in the county courts for forty shillings and 
lese, and to divide these into cases of one shilling and 
less, from one shilling to five shillings, and from five 
shillings to forty shillings. The idea of making any 
one of these sums the minimum recoverable at law 
feems as absurd as anything imaginable in the way 
It is the tritest of truisms 
‘tosay that the amount of a claim is no test of its im- 
portance, and any attempt to apply such a test must 
‘endin failure. Limitations of actions must be sought 


‘in other directions, if at all, and the seekers must be 


ded by limitations already in existence, such, for ex- 


ample, as the “ tippling Act,” and the “ tippling section ” 


‘of the last County Courts Act. Debts must continue to 
‘be irrecoverable not because of their particular amount, 
‘but because they belong to some immoral or otherwise 
Mnjurious category. 
| The object of these endeavours to limit actions— 
‘Ramely, to protect the poorer classes against the “tally 
men” and money lenders who figure so largely in county 
rts—is doubtless praiseworthy, but the promoters of 
the object, like many other well-meaning people, seem 
to be on the wrong tack. 





_ FRoM AND AFTER THE 2ND NOVEMBER, 1871, the 
“Habitual Criminals Act, 1869,” is repealed and the 
Prevention of Crimes Act, 1871” (34 & 35 Vict. c. 112) 
comes into operation. One section of the latter Act will 
& great boon to those who have property necessarily 
The number of petty thefts, which go unpun- 
shed, is almost incalculable. Many and many a family 
is well known to the police as existing almost entirely 
On thieving. The stolen goods are easily disposed of 
ough the numerous marine store dealers, who, of course, 
take precautions not to be aware of any theft, The 13th 
stion of the new Act will, we think, be pretty effectual 

in checking these small depredations, It provides that 
any dealer in old metals who, either personally, or by 
my servant or agent, purchases, receives, or bargains 


fposed. 








for any metal mentioned in the first column of the 
schedule annexed hereto, whether new or old, in any 
quantity at one time of less weiglit than the 
quantity set opposite such metal in the second 
column of the schedule annexed hereto shall be guilty 
of an offence against this Act, and be liable to a penalty 
not exceeding £5. For the purposes of this section the 
term ‘dealer in old metals’ shall mean any person deal- 
ing in, buying, and selling old metal, scrap metal, broken 
metal, or partly manufactured metal goods, or defaced 
or old metal goods, and- whether such person deals in 
such articles only, or together with second-hand goods 
or marine stores.” 

The quantities of metal set down in the schedule are 
one cwt. of lead and half a owt. of copper, brass, tin, 
pewter, German silver, or spelter, or any composite the 
principal ingredient of which is any of these. 

Moreover, section 16 provides that a constable may in 
certain cases be ‘authorised in writing by a chief officer 
of police to enter any premises in search of stolen pro- 
perty and seize any property he may believe to have 
been stolen, just as if he were authorised by a search 
warrant. 

The two cases in which this may be done are—“ First 
when the premises to be searched are, or within the pre- 


| ceeding twelve months have been, in the occupation of any 


person who has been convicted of receiving stolen property 
or of harbouring thieves ; and, secondly, when the pre- 
mises to be searched are in the occupation of any person 
who has been convicted of any offence involving fraud 
or dishonesty, and punishable by penal servitude or im- 
prisonment.” : 





THERE SEEMS to be a curious desire to fasten upon 
the legal profession the character of ebriosity. If we 
are to give credence to all the charges which are so 
freely made in the present day, in reference to different 
classes of society, we must perforce conclude that we 
have fallen upon a crapulous age, however uncon- 
scious many of us may be of the unattractive pbe- 
nomena which are said to be so patent to the observation 
of our more censorious contemporaries. The American 
Law Review tells us that :— 


“In America all lawyers drink; very few are sober 
after ten o'clock in the morning. It is not customary to 
keep sherry bottles or beer barrels in offices, because sherry 
and beer are rarely drunk in America— except by women. 
Lawyers, like all other men, drink whisky, and for this 
purpose a hogshead of it is kept in every practitioner’s safe. 
Formerly, it was kept in the main office, but since the intro- 
duction of wall safes (and the passage of the prohibitory laws, 
which are now socommon throughout the country) the safe 
has been found the most convenient place. For conveyancers, 
however, the register of deeds keeps asupply. This practice 
must necessarily be unknown to. the English, owing to the 
absence of compulsory registration. Formerly in Massa- 
chusetts, no contract was considered valid in the profession, 
unless it had been, to use the term then in vogue, “ ratified.” 
Ratification consisted of a solemn drink, inter partes, partici- 
pated in by the attorneys. Whether this custom would ever 
have ripened into law it is impossible to say, because the 
practices we have been describing excited for some reason so 


| much animosity among the Jesuits, that they procured the 


enactment of a prohibitory law by the Legislature, nominally 
directed against the sale of all liquors, really however, 
against the Bar. This has resultedin making alcoholism in 
chambers more secret. It is thought, however, that nothing 
will totally eradicate it, except the introduction of light Euro- 
pean wines.” 

What can this mean? Is it that the public which 
has endured a “Tammany Hall ” and an “ Erie Ring” 
puts up, as a small matter, with a legal profession “ very 
few of whom are sober after ten o'clock in the morning ”; 
or is this piece of self-accusation as ridiculous as the 
mare’s nest of legal alcoholism lately unearthed by a 
legal journal on this side of the Atlantic? American 
lawyers who come to England tell us that lawyers in.the 
States work nothing like so hard as their brethren here. 
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The tone, too, of the legal profession is very much less 
fastidious in America than in England. But there is 
moderation in all things,and we do not believe that the 
American lawyers are the exception which proves that 
cule. The paragraph in our Transatlantic contemporary’s 
pages, if not intended asa hoax, must have been written, 
after ten a.m., by an unfortunate specimen in a mood of 
generalization. 





SEPARATE ESTATE—EFFECT OF CONTRACT ON 
HUSBAND’S RIGHT OF COHABITATION. 


When it was admitted that a married woman could, 
under the protection of equity, possess and enjoy personal 
property to her own sole and separate use independent of 
the debts and control of her husband, the difficulty was 
felt of reconciling the doctrines of the common law 
which gave to the husband the possession and control of 
all the personal property of his wife, the legal ownership 
of which was, by the act of marriage, transferred to him, 
with the equitable notion which saw in the wife alone 
the real owner of the property. This difficulty was most 
strongly felt where there was no interposition of trustees 
in whom the legal ownership might be vested, and the 
technical separation of the proprietary right be thus 
maintained. Legal difficulties were, however, not 
allowed to thwart the beneficent views towards the wife 
which became prevalent in the Court of Chancery, and 
it was settled in an early case, where there was a devise 
of real estate to a married woman for her separate vse, 
and no intervening trustee, that the husband should be a 
trastee for his wife, even in opposition to the rights of 
his creditors under the bankrupt laws (Bennett v. Davies, 
2 P. Wms. 316). The same doctrine was applied in the 
ease of chattels real, and a purchaser for value from the 
husband, with notice, was treated as a purchaser with 
notice from any other trustee, and decreed to hold sub- 
ject to the wife’s equity (Parker y. Brooke, 9 Ves, 583). 
It was also held that where a legacy was giver toa 
married woman to her separate use, even if the husband 
obtained a transfer to himself, the onus was cast upon 
him of showing, ‘by clear evidence, that it was intended, 
with the assent of his wife, to destroy the trust (Rich v. 
Cockell, 9 Ves. 369). 

In acase where personal chattels had been bequeathed 
to a single woman for her separate use without the in- 
tervention of any trustee, and the legatee afterwards 
married without any settlement of this property, and she 
and her husband lived together in a house in which part 
of the chattels (household furniture, &c.) were, it was 
strongly contended that such chattels could be taken in 
execution on a fi. /+. against the goods of the husband, it 
being urged that whatever might be the rights of the 
wife if she had been under coverture at the time of the 
bequest, yet inasmuch as the legal interest vested in her 
when she was sole, she could not be a trustee for herself, 
and the equitable and legal interests must have 
merged, and consequently by the act of marriage the 
whole interest legal and equitable was transferred to and 
became vested in the husband. This contention appeared 
to derive some support from those cases where 
had been given to women, single at the time of the gift, 
to their separate use without power of anticipation, and 
it was held that they were not thereby prevented from 

calling for a transfer of the fund whilst they remained 
sole ( Woodmeston v. Walker, 2 Russ. & M. 197 ; Brown 
v. Pocock, 1b. 210). The Lord Chancellor (Lord Cotten- 
ham) suspended his judgment till after the decision of a 
ease in which he considered the point to be involved 
( Tullett v.' Armstrong, 4 My. & Cr. 390); but eventually 
decided in conformity, as he held, with the latter case, 
that the rule which must now be considered as applicable 
to a wife’s separate property is, that ifa man marry a 
woman with property so circumstanced, he must be con- 
sidered as adopting the property in the state in which he 
found it, and bound by equity not to disturb it. The 
subsequent marriage attached upon the property as it 





was. He therefore held that not only the property which: 
passed to the wife under the will, but also what had been 
purchased oat of her savings, was protected against the 
husband@’s creditors (Newlands-v... Paynter, 4'My. & Or. 
408). 

Stace the determination of the lasé case there has. 
been no doubt of the immunity of personal chattels. 
belonging to the wife from the debts and engage- 
ments of the husband, though the chattels may be in. 
the matrimonial residence, and in the common use of both. 
husband and wife.. A‘ more difficulé question has,. 
however, arisen. If the husband has by contract 
agreed to vest certain property for the sole and separate 
use of the wife, and in order to give effect to such 
contract it becomes neceesary to enjoin the husband in 
such a way as to interfere with the common law right 
which he has of living with his wife, will the Court of* 
Chancery so interfere?» It would seem that, in favour of 
the wife, and to give her the amount of protection which 
may be necessary to secure to her the benefit of the con- 
tract, the Court will not shrink even from the exercise of” 
this authority.. In a case where, by an ante-nuptial 
settlement, certain leasehold premises with certain fur-- 
niture, fixtures, and effects, were vested in trustees in 
trust for the intended ‘wife for her sole and separate use, 
notwithstanding her intended coverture for her life, with 
remainder to the intended husband for bis life, with re-- 
mainder to other persons.. After the marriage, by reason,, 
as alleged, of the improper couduct of the husband, they 
agreed to live separate (though no deed appears to have 
been executed); but the husband, without the consent of 
the wife, entered into receipt of the rents, &c., of the 
settled property, distrained on some of the tenants, and 
disposed of some of the settled furniture and effects, and 
applied the proceeds to his own use, and threatened still: 
further infractions of the wife’s rights under the settle- 
ment. By the wife’s bill:she prayed an account of the 
property so improperly taken possession of by the hus- 
band, that he should be restrained from interfering with 
the trust property, and: be enjoined from continuing in 
possession of the house and premises, No. 2, Whiting- 
street (part of the settled property), where the plaintiff’ 
resided. It was insisted, for the husband, that the re- 
straining him from continuing in possession of the house 
where his. wife resided, and from interfering with the 
furniture comprised in the settlement, would operate as 
a divorce @ mensd et thoro, and in no case had the Court 
carried'a trust for separate use to that extent. The Vice- 
Chancellor of England, however, held that the Court had 
only to.consider whether a trust for the separate use of 
the wife was created. There was nothing unlawful in 
the settlement, and nothing. to prevent the Court from. 
protecting the interests of the parties under it. If the 
injunction had the effect attributed to it, a question he 
would not determine, the husband would not be without. 
his remedy in the Ecclesiastical. Court (Green v. Green, 
5 Hare, 400 n.). 

In a very recent case where a husband and wife did 
not life happily, the husband, as alleged, having been 
guilty of various acts of adultery which the wife had 
condoned, a deed of settlement (post-nuptial) was 
executed, and certain leasehold property, incuding a 
hotel and business, were settled on the wife, “to the end 
and intent that she might, in the said leasehold premises, 
carry on the business and occupation of a private hotel- 
keeper, in the same manner as if she were a feme sole, 
she paying the rents.” The wife carried on the business 
successfully, and after the execution of the settlement 
the husband disappeared for more than six months; then 
suddenly re-sppeared, and assumed to act as if he were: 
the owner of the premises, and generally conducted him- 
self in such a way as would preclude the carrying on 
the business in the same satisfactory way (if at all) as 
during his absence, The wife filed her bill, and asked 
for an injunction to restrain him from in any way inter- 
fering in the conduct of the business, and from ‘con- 
tinuing in possession of the said private hotel and pre- 
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mises, or any part thereof.” The counsel for the hus- 
band admitted that such part of the injunction as would 
prevent him from interfering with the business must go, 
but strenuously opposed the latter part of the prayer, on 
the ground that the settlement did not amount to a sepa- 
ration deed. The separate use of a married women did 
not mean, that she was to take the property and live 
separate from her husband. The Court would not decree 
a separation between husband and wife, which such an 
injunction would in effect be. The Court, in the absence 
of contract, would not insert the words it was required 
to do, and here there was no such contract. The Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, however, did not accede to this reason- 
ing, but held that the Court should, in construing the 
contract, place itself in the position of the parties to it, 
and doing so, the circumstances of this case showed that 
when it was agreed that the wife should occupy as a feme 
sole, it could not be intended that the husband should be 
allowed to walk in when he liked, occupy any room he 
pleased, and conduct himself as the proprietor, He con- 
sidered the husband had clearly violated the contract he 
had entered into by the settlement, and he granted an 
injunction in terms of the prayer of the bill ( Wovd v. 
Woed, 19 W. R. 1049). 

These cases seem to show that it is not’ only by a 
distinct deed of separation that a husband may contract 
himself out of his marital rights (including the essential 
one of cohabitation), but may even do so indirectly, if 
the effect of the contract, construed according to the 
general principles of interpretation, be such as to require 
the surrender of those rights on his part. It is scarcely 
possible to exhibit in a more striking manner the preva- 
lence which, in modern times, has been established in 
favour of the principle of contract over that of status. 





FIXTURES. 
No. V. 


Having thus examined, under the foregoing heads, 
what is the nature of the annexation necessary to ground 
the character of a fixture, and what are thecircumstances 
which may take away that character from a thing in it- 
self sufficiently annexed, it remains to consider in 
favour of what persons a right of removing fixtures exists, 
what is the nature of that right, how far it extends, and 
what are its effects with respect to third persons. 

I. The most important relation in which this special 
right of removal appears is that of landlord and tenant. 
“Things may be annexed to land for the purposes of 
trade or of domestic convenience or ornament’in so per- 
manent a manner as really to form a part of the land; 
and yet the tenant who has erected them is entitled to 
remove them during his term, or it may be within a 
reasonable time after its expiration ” (Willes, J., in Olimie 
v. Wood, L, R. 3 Ex. 329). 

The rule may come into operation either during the ten- 
ancy or at its expiration,in an action in the nature of waste 
brought against the tenant by the reversioner in respect 
of the removal of things which the tenant claims to be 
within the privilege, or in an action by the tenant against 
the landlord for hindering their removal; and it will be 
understood that it may equally arise between the assignees 
whether special or general of the original parties. Ex- 
cept, however, in the cases of bankruptcy and a seizure 
by the sheriff under a f. fa, against the tenant, it most 
frequently arises after the tenancy. During the tenancy 

it seems that.it may algo arise under the question, whether 
certain things are or are not subjects of distress. This privi- 
lege has also been mixed up with the question of what 
are fixtures within the classes above referred to; but 
as has already appeared, recent cases have effectually 
disentangled this confusion, and shown that.a decision in 
favour of the removability of a thing by a tenant is no 
evidence that it is not a fixture, although a decision 
against its removability shows conclusively that it is, 

As determined, then, by these cases, what is the nature 





Salk. 368), where the sheriff had taken in execution 
against the tenant, a soap boiler, vats, coppers, tables, 
partitions, and the paving of a courtyard, it was held 
that, “during the term the soap boiler might well remove 
the vats he set up in relation to trade, and that he might 
do it by common law (and no~ by virtue of any custom) 
in favour of trade and to encourage industry. But after 
the term they become a gift in law to him in reversion, 
and are not removable;” and further, “that the sheriff 
might take them in execution as well as the under lesse~ 
remove them, and this was not like tenant for years with- 
out impeachment of waste; in that case he (Lord Holt) 
allowed the sheriff could not cut down and sell, though 
the tenant might; and the reason is, because in that 
case the tenant hath only a bare power without an in- 
terest, but here the under lessee hath an interest as well 
as a power, as tenant for years hath in growing corn, 
in which case the sheriff can cut down and sell.” In 
Hallen v. Runder (1 C. M. & R. 266), where the tenant 
sued the landlord for the price of fixtures bargained 
and sold by him to the landlord on the expiration of his 
tenancy, Parke, B., said, p. 272,“The general rule is, 
that goods, by being affixed to the freehold, become parcel 
of it, subject to the right of the tenant, if he affixed 
them or purchased them, to remove them during the term, 
or to part with them to any incoming tenant.” 

From these cases it appears that the right of the 
tenant is not, as has sometimes been erroneously inferred 
from the latter case, merely a right to remove, but also 
an interest ; and that the fixtures subject to this right 
do not become the landlord’s during the continuance of 
the period for exercising that right, but remain the 
tenants till its expiration; otherwise the plaintiff in 
Hallen v. Runder could not have recovered for the price 
of fixtures bargained and sold, but only under the count 
for a price agreed to be paid for abandoning them. By 
virtue of this interest the tenant may separate them 
during the term, “and thus” (as was said in Hallen v. 
Punder, at p. 275, following the words of Gibbs, C.J., in 
Le+ v, Risdon), “reconvert them into goods and chattels.” 

Further, although by annexation they have lost their 
quality of goods and chattels (Zee v. Risdon), yet the 
right to them is not an interest in land, and is not, 
therefore, within the 4th section of the Statute of Frauds, 
but will pass by parol contract of sale, and an agreement 
for their sale will be binding though unwritten. The 
latter point was decided in Hallen v. Runder; the former 
at Nisi Prius in a decision which, as applied to the case 
ia hand, is of doubtful authority. In that case (Petrie 
v. Dawson, 2 C. & K. 138) a verbal agreement for the 
sale by the reversioner of a fixture then in the possession 
of atenant, who had not put it up, but to whom it had 
been demised, was sustained on the ground that it 
was a trade fixture. Now, however true it might be 
that a landlord could without writing sell his interest in 
a removable fixture erected by the tenant—that is, the 
interest he would acquire in the event of the tenant not 
removing it—it would not follow that he could so deal with 

a thing actually affixed, and included in the demise, and 
which would be partof the demised hereditaments, though 
mere chattels 80 demised would not (Robinson v. Learoyd, 

7 M. & W. 48). And since the interest of the landlord 


: in a fixture put up by the tenant when he had actually 


acquired it would be his interest as owner of the here- 
ditaments, since he must claim it on the ground of its 
being part of them, and would own it by virtue of his 
title to them, it is difficult to see how even the lesser 
proposition, that he could before severance pass such a 
fixture by means apt only for the conveyance of chattels, 
can be maintained. 

Thus, then, daring the period within which the tenant 
has the right of removal, he has an actual interest in the 
things affixed by him or purchased by him as fixtures; an 
interest which is neither an interest in chattels nor an 
interest in land, but is a chattel interest in things for the 
time being affixed to land ; an interest by virtue of which 





and extent of the tenant's privilege? In Poole’s case (1 





those things may be bargained and sold by him, and will 
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pass to his assignees in bankruptcy. ‘‘ Certainly it is an 
interest of a peculiar nature, in many respects rather 
partaking of the character of a chattel than of an interest 
in real estate ” (per Williams, J., in London and West- 
minster Loan and Discount Company v. Drake, 6 C. B, 
N. S. 798), so singular that, on the one hand, in 
the case cited, a conveyance of fixtures by a tenant was 
held not to be defeated by his surrender of his term, on 
the ground that it was, as it was there expressly called, 
“a right or interest in land,” and that, on the other 
h wud, removable fixtures may be seized under an execu- 
tien of fi. fa. asincluded in the tenant’s “ goods and 
chattels,” as was decided in Poevle’s case, and as has been 
evr since practised and allowed. Whether and how far 
«ich fixtures are distrainable is, as has been seen, not 
clear. 

This right of the tenant is, however, so frequently 
affected by special stipulation, that it is proper to notice 
such decisions of general application as have been made 
upon this head. The stipulation on which questions have 
usually ariseu is to the effect that the tenant shall repair, 
a.idat the expiration of his term yield up, all ‘‘erections,” 
“ buildings,” “improvements,” “ fixtures,’ on the pre- 
mises, whether already there at the time of the demise 
or placed there afterwards by the tenant. The effect of 
such a stipulation as to things clearly within it was 
considered in Dumergue v. Rumsey (2 H. & C. 777), and 
it was there held that it made the fixtures which it re- 
ferred to no longer the subject of seizure under an 
execution against the tenant; in fact, the landlord’s title 
is by means of it accelerated, and the things affixed become 
a: once his property and a part of the thing demised. 

The construction of such & stipulation depends upon 
its terms. The cases of Harl of Mansfield v. Blackburn 
(6 Bing. N.C. 426), where in a demise of saltworks, salt 
pans were held to be included in a covenant to yield up 
the ‘‘ works”; Thresher v. East London Water Works 
Company (2 B. & C, 608), where a tenant who had cove- 
uanted to yield up all buildings was not allowed to re- 
move limekilns, erected by him under an earlier lease 
aud actually included in the existing one; Hazlett v. 
Bush (18 C. B. 893), West v. Blakeway (2 M. & G. 729), 
Yeury ¥. Brown (2 Stark. 403), and Martyr v. Bradley 
(9 Bing. 24), where the tenant covenanted to yield up all 
“ erections snd improvements.” and was held not entitled 
to remove, in the first case plate glass windows, in the 
second a greenhouse and vineries, in the third a verandah 
and in the fourth a pair of new millstones; and Naylor v. 
Ccllinge (1 Taunt. 19), where the tenant covenanted to 
leave all “ buildings and erections,” all turned on their 
own peculiar phraseology. The only points of interest 
determined by them are, that, on the one hand, such 
«-venante will not be read as though removable fixtures 
( whether removable on the ground of ornament or trade) 
were to be excluded from them; and that,on the other hand, 
a+ shown by the case last cited,and by Beaufort v. Bates (10 
W. B. 200,3 DeG. F. & J. 381), such a covenant will not, 
without express words, be taken to apply to mere chattele, 
not being fixtures at all, and it was accordingly there 
held not to include tramplates fastened to sleepers merely 
resting on the ground, or buildings resting upon wooden 
blocks or pattens laid upon the ground (and such were 
apparently the buildings in Dean v. Allalicy, 8 Eep. 11). 
If, however, in such a covenant the word “fixtures” is 
used, it bas been settled by Liliott v, Bishop (11 Ex. 113), 
Summer 4, Bromilow (11 Jur. 481, 18 W. B.C. L. Dig. 68), 
aad Dumerguev. Rumsey (2 H.4C.777),that that term will 
not include removable fixtures,and that the covenant will 
only be 1ead as giving an additional cogency to the tenant’s 
ovligation to yield up the landlord’s fixtures, unless some 
cucametance shows that a different sense was attached 
to it by the parties. Sach a circumstance, it wae argued, 
existed in Bishop v. Elliott from the fact the words 
~ marble chimney pieces” occurred in the specific enu- 
meration of articles which preceded the words “and 
wher fixtures”; but the Court held that those words 
ouly relerred to such ordinary marble chimney-pieces as a 





tenant would not have a right to remove (see the case ag. 
cited below). 

Lastly, with respect to things included in such atipu- 
lations, and which, like fixtures existing at the time of 
the demise and included iu it, are a part of the inherit- 
ance (Storer v. Hunter, 3 B. & C. 368), they are, on their 
wrongful severance by the tenant, restored to the con- 
dition of goods and chattels, and an immediate right 
to their possession vests in the landlord (see Farrant v. 
Thompson, 5 B. & A. 826). 

It should be added that, from the right of the landlord: 
being decided and affirmed on the footing of such a 
stipulation, it can by no means be safely inferred that 
the things in question would otherwise have been re-- 
movable, still less that they were not fixtures. 


(To be continued.) 





JUDICIAL STATISTICS, 1870. 
Part I. 


These returns comprise a period of twelve months: 
ending the 29th of September, 1870, and contain the in- 
formation usually given. 

The total of all ranks of the police and constabulary 
force of England and Wales was 26,441, being 544 more 
than in the previous year. Commissioners and assistant 
commissioners numbered 4, district and inspecting 
superintendents, 4; chief constables of counties, 57; head 
constables of boroughs, 166; superintendents, 502; inspec- 
tors, 898; serjeants, 2,645; constables, 21,391; additional 
constables, 342; and detective officers, 432. The increase: 
in the force in the year under review consisted of 1 chief 
constable of a county, 22 head constables of boroughs, 26 
inspectors, 22 serjeants, 445 constables, 33 additional 
constables, and 7 detectives; but with a reduction of 1 
in the number of inspecting superintendents, and 11 of 
superintendents, leaving as above stated 544 as the total 
number added to the force. 

The office of inspecting superintendent of Metropolitan 
police was discontinued, having only been established in 
1869. Compared with the estimated population, the 
whole force was as 1 to 835.4, having been 1 to 844.4 
in 1869, and 1 to 838.1 in 1868. 

Of the total number of the police and constabulary 
7,352 are borough constables, 9,272 county constables, 
9,118 Metropolitan, and 699 city of London. In the 
metropolis the increase in the numbers over those of the 
previous year was 203. In the city of London the num- 
ber is the same as in 1869. Again, there is a consider- 
able addition to the cost of the force. In the year 1869 
the total cost was (omitting fractions) £2,116,884, and 
in 1870 £2,182,521, showing a balance of increase 
amounting to £65,686. Of the total amount we find in 
1869 that £1,607,723 were for salaries and pay; and in 
1870 £1,659,950, being an increase on that item alone 
of £52,227. There is shown a deduction of £8,268 in 
the item of clothing, and of £11,274 in miscellaneous 
charges. Unless we are shown the principle on which 
the returns are made out, it is impossible to ascertain 
whether this decrease in “ miscellaneous charges” is real 
or only apparent, and in fact,on the face of the return 
we find an increase of £10,801, for station house charges, 
printing, &c., and of £3,934 in the item of horses, har- 
ness, forage, &e., so that it is open to conjecture whether 
some items heretofore styled ‘‘ miscellaneous” have not 
been more recently attributed to some specific heading. 
The amount paid for superannuations and gratuities wae 
£64,920, being £9,780 more than in the previous year. 
The sum of £64,920 comprises £58,968, contributed by 
the Metropolitan Police Fand, the remaining £6,952 be- 
ing composed of payments made to the county and 
borongh forces. In addition to these amounts the sum 
of £67,746 was paid out of the superannuation funds of 
the different forces, making the total paid for super- 
annuations and gratuities £132,668,’ Each man in the 
police and constabulary force costs, on the average, 
£82 10s. 104,, being 16s. more than in 1869,and £65 2s, 2d. 
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more than the average of the five years preceding 1869, 
and £9 17s. more than the average of the five years 
immediately previous to the year 1864. Of the total cost, 
£2,182,521, the sum of £465,033 was contributed from 
the public revenue. 

The return of the number of depredators offenders, and 
suspected persons at large, so far as known to the police, 
is in the same form as last year. The items “ prostitutes ” 
and “ vagrants and tramps” are omitted, and offenders 
of either of those classes are enumerated under the appro- 
priate heading. A day in the month of April, being, we 
suppose, the most convenient time, and about the middle 
of the year, is set apart for the making of this return by 
the police. 

In 1870 there were 52,987 ‘‘ depredators, offenders, and 
suspected persons at large,” of whom 7,187 were under 
sixteen years of age; in 1869 the total number was 
54,249, and of these 7,595 were under sixteen years of 
age. The total number in 1870 shows a decrease of 
1,262, following a decrease in the previous year of 2,335. 
In the metropolis taken separately the decrease in the 
number of these classes was 256. 

Besides the 52,987 at large, it appears that in local 
prisons there were (exclusive of debtors and naval and 
military offenders) 19,470 prisoners, and 9,553 in convict 
prisons, and 4,356 in reformatories, making a total of 
86,366 as the number of the criminal classes, In the 
previous year they numbered 87,027, being 661 more and 
following a decrease of 641, in 1868. There were, in 
1870, 13,081 houses of bad character, including those of 
receivers of stolen goods, public houses, beershops, coffee 
shops, brothels, &c. 

In the number of indictable offences committed in 1870 
we find a decrease of 6,469, following a decrease of 639 
in the year 1869. The number of these offences was 
51,972, in 1870. In respect of these crimes we find that 
26,613 persons were apprehended, being in the proportion 
of 51.2 per cent. 

Of the 26,613 persons apprehended for indictable 
offences it appears that 6,614 were discharged for want 
of evidence, and 1,631 for want of prosecution 107 were 
discharged on bail for further appeararce if required, 
1,480 were bailed to appear for trial, 29 were committed 
for want of sureties, and 16,742 were committed for trial. 

The apprehensions in 1870 are in the proportion of 51.2 
per cent. of the number of crimes committed and the 
number discharged not convicted was 31.0, and those 
held to bail or committed 69.0 per eent. of the total 
number apprehended, so that the number held to bail or 
committed was 35.3 per cent. of the total number of 
offences reported. 

Of the 51,972 offences committed in 1876, and the 
58,441 in 1869, the following comparative table 
enumerates the principal classes in each of those years. 
1870, 1869. 
101 151 

52 61 
631 699 
219 236 
164 178 
180 167 
268 211 
279 305 
w» . 599 755 
sve 2,878 3,444 
1,768 

716 

68 


Murder ... pi: 
Attempts to murder... 
Shooting at, wounding, &c 
Manslaughter ... —... 
Concealment of birth ... 
Unnaturaloffences.... 


Assaults with intent ... had 
ary ... Fe tia 
Break into warehouses, &... bie 


Robbery with violence ... 
Cattle stealing .. =... 53 
Horse stealing ...  « 284 870 
Sheep stealing ... 83. =. 586 543 
Larcenies... 0. us .. 86,108 40,827 
Under the description of offences against the person we 
find that there were 2,707, being leas than in 1869 by 
751, During the year the number of persons appre- 
hended for offences of this description was 2,755; of 
these, 621 were discharged on being brought before the 
magiatrates, leaving 2,184 who were held to bail or com- 





mitted. This number isin the proportion of 78.7 per 
cent. to the number of this class of offences. 

The number of persons apprehended during the year 
in respect of the 5,197 offences committed against pro- 
perty with violence was 2,466; and of these, 551 were 
discharged by the magistrates, leaving 1,915 who were 
held to bail or committed. In respect of the 44,068 re- 
maining offences, the number of persons apprehended 
was 21,392, of whom 7,078 were discharged by the 
magistrates, leaving 14,314 as the number who were he'd 
to bail or committed. 

Under the head of summary proceedings before magis- 
trates it appears that 526,869 persons were proceeded 
against, and that 389,712 were convicted, leaving 137,157 
as the number discharged. As compared with 1869 there 
is an increase of 8,994 in the total number proceeded 
against; and of 17,005 in the total number convicted. 
There is an inorease in the proportion of the number of 
convictions to the number of those proceeded against be- 
fore the magistrates, following an increase in previous 
years as shown in the following table:— 


Proceeded against. 

ose 526,869 
517,875 
490,752 
474,665 
481,770 
458,914 
440,913 
421,863 
409, 088 
394,717 

1860 384,918 
ia. 392,810 pore 

The males proceeded against continue to be abouteighty 
per cent. of the whole number. 

In reapect of these 389,712 summary convictions before 
may, .«trates it appears that 51,812 persons were imprisoned 
for periods varying from more than fourteen days to six 
months, and 41,191 for fourteen days and under, 1,320 
were sent to reformatory schools and 1,229 to industrial 
schools; 248,542 were fined and 659 were whipped. In 
1869 the punishment of whipping was inflicted in 811 
instances. 

Of the total number of persons apprehended for indict- 
able offences and proceeded against summarily 19,894, 
are described as known thieves, 38,917 (of whom 9,508 
were females) are described as habitual drunkards; and 
216,919 as of previous good character. The number of 
known thieves at large is stated at 12,155, of which 
number 1,807 were in the Metropolitan districts; in 1869 
the numbers were 12,434 and 1,825. 

In 1870 there were 90 appeals to quarter sessions 
against summary convictions as against 95 in 1869 and 
84 in 1868. In 50 of these appeals the convictions were 
affirmed, and in the remainder quashed. The summary 
convictions (exclusive of bastardy eases) numbered 


ppeal for every 6,038 
cases, and one reversal of judgment for every 12,076 con- 


viotions. 
Besides the appeals to sessions there were six 
appeals removed into the Court of Queen’s Bench. Seven 


73.9 


1870 
71.9 


1869 
1868 
1867 
1866 
1865 
1864 
1863 
1862 
1861 


year ending the Slet of December, 1870, of the inquests 
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held during the year 1870 was 25,376, being 667 more 
than in 1869. Of these inquests 7,319 were on the bodies 
of infants seven years old and under, and 1,713 on those 
of children between the ages of 7 and 16. The number 


of verdicts of murder in the cases of infants of one year | 


old and under was 149, as against 165 in 1869; the num- 
her of infants one year old and under in whose cases an in- 
quest was held was 3,994 in 1870 and 3,979 in 1869. 
The total number of verdicts of murder was 222, and of 
manslaughter 212; in 1869 there were 265 verdicts of 
murder, and 159 of manslaughter. 

The total costs, including coroners’ salaries, and travel- 
ling allowances, of holding these 25,376 inquests was | 
£79.138 1ls., being an average of £3 2s. 4d. for each 
inquest; in 1869 the average was £3 2s. 9d.,and in 1868 
£3 1s, 9d. 





LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR 1871. 


Cap. XLITI.—An Act for the amendment of the law relat- 
ing to ecelesiastical dilapidations. 

Dilapidations by ecclesiastical persons appear at one 
time to have been a cause of deprivation (11 Co. Rep. 
98b). For neglect of repairs the bishop might certainly 
have sequestered the profits of the benefice (Vin. Ab. 
tit. Dilapidations ; Walwyn v. Aubery, 2 Vent. 35). By 
the canon law dilapidations were a debt which, it appears, 
might always have been sued for in the spiritual court 
either against the incumbent or his representatives. It 
seems to have been doubted as late as the 2 Will. & Mary, 
by thateminent lawyer Chief Justice Pollexfen whether the 
remedy lay at common law against a former incumbent, 
but Pollexfen and Ventris dying, the other members of the 
Court gave judgment for the plaintiff (Jones v. Hill, 3 
Levinz, 268), and since then it is undoubted law that the 
successor of an incumbent may maintain an action, on the 
custom of the realm, against the prior incumbent or his 
representatives ; and that is now the usual remedy. The 
liabilities of an incumbent accepting a benefice are of an 
onerous description, as it seems clear that each ineum- 


bent is liable for the waste of his predecessors (Russ v. 


Adcock, 16 W. R. 1193). Every incumbent is bound to 
repair, and leave the premises belonging to the rectory 
or vicarage so repaired, to his successor, without reference 
to the state in which he received them; for he had his 
remedy against his predecessor, and he accepts the bene- 
fice with the charge and the incumbrance upon it (Bun- 
bury v. Henson, 3 Ex. 558, Ross v. Adcock, ubi sup.) 
The ratio legis of the present measure is grounded upon 
hese principles, which are followed throughout the en- 
actment, coupled with provisions for facilitating loans by 
the incumbent, on the security of the benefice, to enable 
him to fulfil the legal obligations thus attaching upon him: 
but perhaps ite most important point is the provision for 
en Official survey of dilapidations on every vacancy. 
‘The executor of a rector who has been sued by the present 
incambent and made liable for dilapidations, may sue his 
testator’s predecessors or his representatives for dilapida- 
tious in his time (Bunbury v. Hewson, sup.). With re- 
gard to actions at law, of course, none can be brought till 
after avoidance of the living, as, until the successor is 
appointed, no right of action can exist. It is clear, how- 
ever, that equity will interfere in the life-time of the in- 
cumbent, at least in cases of active waste, and it has, in 
a modern case, been intimated that a rector would be 
treated as possessing only the of an ordinary 
tenant for life (Duke of Marlborough ¥. St. John, 5 De G. 
& Sm. 174). Former cases, however, seem hardly to 
have gone to this extent ( Duhe of St. Albans v. Skipworth, 
% Beav. 354). The representatives of a deceased incumbent 
cannot, however, be made liable in an action at law for 
injaries, such as digging gravel, which do not affect 
houses or buildings, or the chancel of the church, or walls 
or fences, or which cannot be made good by the expendi- 
tare of the incumbent (Rossy. Adcock, ubi sup.). 
Technical dificalties often arose in enforcing this 





at law, 6 it has been held that if the legal estate of the 


premises, as to which the dilapidation was charged, was: 
not vested in the incumbent he could not be made liable 
(Browne v. Ramsden, 8 Taunt 559). This point does not 
seem to be dealt with by the present Act (see section 4), 
Powers of obtaining advances, under certain circumstances. 
and to a limited extent, were given by the 1 & 2 Vict. 
¢. 28, 28 & 29 Vict. c. 69, and some previous statutes, for 
providing suitable residences for the clergy, and rebuild-- 
ing and repairing those standing in need thereof. The 
principle of all these enactments was the charge of 
the profits of the living for a certain number of years,. 
to secure the repayment of the sum advanced by yearly 
instalments and interest. 

Section 3 of the new Act is an important interpretation 
clause, framed on rather comprehensive principles; and by: 
section 4 the provisionsof the Actasto buildings are applied 
tohouses of residence, chancels, walls, fences, and other 
buildings and things the incumbent is by law or custom 
bound to repair. Sections 8 to 11 inclusive relate to the 
appointment and remuneration of surveyors of dilapida-. 
tions, who are to be paid by a fixed rate of charges, and 
must not be interested in any contract. Inspections may 
(section 12) be made by the surveyor at any time, on the 
order of the bishop, on the complaint in writing of the- 
archdeacon, rural dean, or patron, that the buildings are- 
out of repair, or on the request of the incumbent, and: 
as to benefices under sequestration the inspection is- 
(section 13) to be ordered by the bishop and renewed 
every five years. 

The surveyor is to report, and the incumbent or seques- 
trator may object to the report on any ground of fact or 
law, and the bishop may (section 16), if he think proper,. 
at the expense of the objector, direct a second report by 
another surveyor, or take the opinion of counsel on any 
question of law, and the bishop is to give his decision in 
writing. After the month limited for making objections, 
if none be made, the report becomes final, and so after 
objections, upon the bishop’s decision. By section 17 
the incumbent may borrow of Queen Anne’s bounty, with 
the consent of the bishop and patron, on the security of 
the-possessions of the benefice—(1) the whole or part of' 
the-sum stated in the final report as the cost of the 
works ;:(2) such sum as the Governors of Queen Anne’s 
Bounty think fit for costs and expenses. The governors 
are to carry the sum advanced to a dilapidation account 
of the incumbent ; but the incumbent is to execute the 
works, and payments are to be made, so long as any 
money is standing to the credit of the account, by the 
governors (s. 44), on the certificate of the surveyor,. 
countersigned by the bishop, that the sum specified 
ought to be paid. The incumbent to pay any further 
sum required beyond the funds in the hands of the gover- 
nors. Sams required by the report of the surveyor are 
(e. 20) to be a charge upon all moneys coming to the 
hands of a sequestrator, in priority to all charges, except 
the stipends of the curates appointed to perform the 
duties. Money received by the governors from a seques- 
trator are to be carried to the dilapidation account’ of the- 
seqnestrator, and repairs paid for out of the same ;. but, 
with the consent of the bishops (s. 21), the repairs may be 
deferred until the sum received is sufficient to pay the- 
whole amount. Incase of a vacancy during a sequestration 
any sum to the credit of the account is to be carried to the 
credit of the dilapidation account of the new incumbent, 
in reduetion of the amount payable by the late incumbent, ’ 
his executors or administrators. This avoids any scintilla 
of doubt which might have arisen after the late ion of 
Bacon, V.0., in The Thakeham Sequestration case (19° 
W. RB. 1001). If, on the complaint of the archdeacon, 
rural dean, or patron, the incumbent (in writing) shall 
within the time limited inform the bishop of his intention 
to do the repairs himself, he is to have a reasonable time 
allowed'him, and no further proceedings under this Act 
are to be taken (section 22), but the bishop may direct 
the surveyor to inspect and report during the doing the 
repairs, or after, and if he reports further repairs neces- 
sary the power of the Act may be put in force. If the 
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noumbent neglect to execute the prescribed repairs the 


“bishop may (section 23), by sequestration of the benefice, 
raise the amount required. By section 24 the avoid- 
ance of the benefice before or pending the execution of 
the works prescribed by the report is not to affect the 
same, though it may be modified if necessary. 

Sections 25 to 28 inclusive provide for the dilapida- 
tions of bishops and other cathedral or collegiate dig- 
nitaries, by enabling them to employ a surveyor ap- 
proved by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, to inspect 


-and report on houses of residence, &c., which they may 


be bound to repair; and a certificate by the surveyor of 
the due execution by the dignitaries in question of the 
works specified in the report is a bar, when filed in the 


diocesan registry, to any claim for dilapidations, in case 


of avacancy occurring within five years of the filing, 
excepting for wilful waste, or damage by fire and neglect 
of insurance. 

By section 29 buildings are'to be inspected with- 
in three months after the avoidance of any benefice, 
and a report to be sent to’the bishop, the new incum- 
bent, and the late incumbent or his representatives. 


Objections to the report may (sections 32 and 33) be made 


by the new or late incumbent or the representatives of 
the latter, to the bishop, within one month. The bishop 
is (section 34) to make his order both in uncontested and 


-contested cases, stating the repairs, and their cost, 


for which the late inoumbent, his executors or 
administrators, are liable. The sum stated in the 
order is (section 36) to be a debt due from the late incum- 
bent, his executors or administrators, to the new incum- 


bent, and to be recoverable, as such, at law or in equity, 


and the new incumbent is (s. 37) to pay over the money 
as he receives it to the Governors of Queen Anne’s Bounty 
who carry it to a dilapidation account. By section 39 
the new incumbent is to pay the balance within six 


‘months from the date of the bishop’s order, but as this 


might and would probably be hard on new incumbents, 
the bishop may, under -section 41, extend the time for 
payment to twelve months from the order. A further 
relief is opened by section 88, under which the new incum- 
bent may mortgage the possessions of the benefice to the 
governors, if he cannot provide cash. 

Moneys not duly paid by the new incumbent by are to 


‘be enforceable by sequestration.. 


The incumbent is, after registration of the surveyor’s 
ficate, protected: for five years, in the same man- 
ner as the dignitaries alluded to earlier, But in neither 
case does this protection apply tothe-case offire, unlessthe 
incumbent shall have duly insured in mannerrequired by 
the Act. Sections 50—52 provide for alterations in the 
works, and for the postponement in certain cases, By 


section 53 no sum after commencement of the Act, is to 
‘be recoverable for dilapidations, in a oase to which this 


Act is applicable, unless claimed on an order made under 
this Act. In considering the effect of this clause, the 
subsequent saving clause (section’72) should be kept in 


mind, 


Sections 54—57 provide for the insurance of the build- 
ings, which is to be in the joint names of the incumbent 
and the governors, and one of the annual questions to be 
henceforth sent to incumbents is to be, as to what 
office, and to what amount, the buildings are insured in, 
The insurance to be in at ‘least three-fifths of the value. 
If there occurs a logs not covered by insurance, the balance 
must be paid by the incumbent in three months, or the 
benefice may be sequestrated. 

Buildings on Janda of the benefice, comprised in any 
lease for years or lives, are not (section 58) within the 
provisions of the Act, as long as such lease subsists, 
except so far as the lessee is not liable to insure, rebuild, 
or repair; but the surveyor may inspeot the buildings. 


By section 60 sums of money raisable by this Act by 


sequestration are to be deemed a debt payable by the 
incumbent, and if not recovered during his incumbency 


‘the liability of him and his representatives to remain, 





By section 72 all authorities and powers are saved 4 


which, before the Act, any bishop or archdeacon or other 
ordinary possessed, for requiring the repairs of any eccle- 
siastical building to be executed. 

The Act also provides for details, such as the form of 
the mortgage security where the incumbent pledges the 
possessions of the benefice to the Governors of Queen 
Anne’s Bounty, and the form and transmission of other 
documents, limitation of action against the surveyor, and 
many other matters which need not be noticed here. 

Unnecessary parts of a house of residence may be 
removed with consent of bishop and patron (section 71). 

The Act, so far as it carries out and enforces a regular 
system of dilapidation inspection, will promote the a‘- 
justment of dilapidation claims without delay, and that 
is, no doubt, the main advantage which it will effect. 
But it is also advantageous to have a consolidation of the 
law on the matter, which herotofore lay considerably 
scattered among decided cases and statutes. It is not 
improbable that one consequence of the regular and com- 
pulsory machinery thus provided may be a frequent ap- 
plication of the principle embodied in the remarks of 
Lord Campbell in Martin v. Roe (2 L. J. Q. B. 129), that 
things of needless expense and luxury in which a present 
incumbent has indulged himself, he not only need not, 
but ought not to transmit to his successors. Upon this 
topic the Act might, we think, have salutarily sup- 
plemented the existing case law. The only section bearing 
directly upon this matter is section 70, under which an 
incumbent who has without proper authority pulled 
down buildings and substituted others of equal or greater 
value is rendered, “ if the bishop consent,” not liable to 
dilapidations. Much hardship and inconvenience often 
ensues to subsequent incumbents where a previous 
incumbent to whom expense is no object “improves” 
the parsonage till it becomes utterly disproportionate to 
the living. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 
SraTUTE OF LIMITATIONS—CONTINUOUS DISABILITIES. 
Borrows v. Ellison, Ex., 19 W. BR. 850. 

The point decided in this case was that under 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 42, where at the time of title accruing a disa- 
bility exists and before it ceases another disability super- 
venes, which continues after the first has expired, the 
whole period is to be reckoned as one continuous disa- 
bility, and the protection of the person entitled is not 
limited to the period covered by the first. This is 
certainly in accordance with the reason of the thing ; the 
opposite contention had no support but an extremely dry 
and technical reading of the words of the Act ; and had 
against it the authority of the Irish case of Lessee of Supple 
v. Raymond (Hayes, 6). 


Pusiic Hearts Act, 1869, 8. 69. 
Cook v. Ipswich Local. Board, Q.B., 19 W. R. 1079, L. R. 
6 Q. B. 451. 

The 69th section of the Public Health Act, 1849, has 
again formed the of decision. In Jarrow Lecal 
Board v. Kennedy (19 W. RB. 275, L. R. 6 Q. B. 128) 
(which has been already noticed) it was held that a 


result of which neve ly eel n= 

on account of an argument there used, some 

the present one. It was contended that 

surveyor had made an apportionment which had moray 
appealed against, the defendant was, by the words of 
21 & 22 Viet. o, 98, 8, 63, precladed from denying his 
liability ; but it was answered that that section, which 
did notchange the duties of the surveyor, only, referred 
to the method of apportionment, Now by section 69 the 
expenses incurred are to be paid “in such proportion as, 
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shall be settled by the surveyor, or, in case of dinate, as 
shall be settled by arbitration” ; tne same thing there- 
fore which is to be determined by the surveyor is, in case 
of dispute, to be determined by arbitration. In Bayley v. 
Wilkinson (12 W. R. 797, 16 C. B. N. S. 161) the Court 
had held that the arbitrator had no power to inquire into 
the amount or reasonableness of the expenses, and that 
the appointment of an arbitrator to determine that 
matter was therefore unauthorised by the Act, and his 
award of no effect ; so that the decision of the Queen’s 
Bench entirely agreed with what had been already de- 
termined by the Common Pleas. 

In Cook v. Ipswich Local Board the same question 
has again arisen in a slightly different shape. The 
surveyor, having made an apportionment on a prin- 
ciple which the justices held erroneous, afterwards 
made a new apportionment; and thia the Court of 
Queen’s Bench held he had power to do. On the 
appellant still refusing to pay, he was again sum- 
moned before the justices, who, the amount in dispute 
being under £20, were by section 64 of 21 & 22 Vict. 
c. 98, constituted arbitrators. Acting (as before) in this 
capacity, they held the apportionment to be correct in 
amount, and confirmed it, and, farther holding that they 
were not bound or entitled to inquire into the propriety 
of the total amount, which the appellant also questioned, 
they made an order for payment, On an appeal against 
this order, on the ground that the justices were bound 
to inquire into the propriety of the total, the Court inti - 
mated that so far as concerned theorder for payment, 
the justices, having acted as arbitrators, were perhaps 
not competent to make the order for payment; bat as 
to the question raised by the appellant, they held the 
justices to be right, upon the authority of Bayley v. 
Wilkinson, with the decision in which they fully con- 
curred. The only remedy given to the owner who 
disputes the propriety of the expenditure is, as was 
pointed out both here and in Bayley v. Wilkinson, an 
appeal to the Secretary of State under 21 & 22 Vict. 
c. 98, s. 65. 





SaLMon Acts—FIXxED ENGINE. 
Gore v. English Fisheries Commissioners, Q.B., 19 W. R. 
1083, L. R. 6 Q. B. 561. 

The frequently recurring question—what is a fixed 
engine—has received in this case another illustration. The 
particular description of the instrument which was held to 
bea fixed engine will be found in the report; but the case 
is noticed on account of a test applied by Mr. Justice 
Blackburn, which, without claiming it as the test, goes 
very much to the substance of the matter. “ Here,” says 
the learned judge “ the apparatus is kept in its place by 
mechanical means, and it is because by those mechanical 
means it is made stationary that the fish enter the net, 
although the fisherman has to raise the net in order to 
catch it, and take it out.” 

PuBLIC WAY—OBSTRUCTION. 
Arnold vy. Blaker, Ex.Ch., 19 W. BR. 1090, L. R. 
6 Q. B. 433. 


When Mercer vy. Woodgate (18 W. R. 116,L. BR. & 
Q. B. 26) decided that a public footway might exist sub- 
ject to aright im the landowner to plough over it, it 
was obvious that the decision would cut both ways; and 
that if (as in that case) it would sometimes deny to the 
public the right never to have their convenience 
abridged by the ploughing up of their footways, it would 
also protect them against the effect of such ploughing up 
as evidence that no highway existed. This second con- 
sequence has not been long in disclosing iteelf, and the 
attempt of the landowner to insist that because he had 
always ploughed the path over there could therefore be 
no right of way, has, in the present case, had the effect 
of establishing the rule laid down in Mercer ¥. Woodgate, 
by a decision of the Exchequer Chamber. The action of 
Arnold v, Blakher was commenced in the Queen’s Bench, 














no doubt with the object of getting an “unbiassed court 
of appeal; and the Court of Exchequer Chamber has now 
concurred with the Court of Queen’s Bench in holding 
that a public right of way, ani the right of ploughing 
it up, are not inconsistent. In principle the decision 
presents no novelty, but is only an application of the 
rule that a way may be’ dedicated to the public, subject 
to any sort of obstruction that is not inconsistent with 
ite useasa public way; andsince, although itis tiresome and 
inconvenient to walk over a ploughed field, no one can 
pretend that it is impossible or even very difficult, it is 
not easy to see on what ground the application of the 
rule could be denied. Practically, however, tle case 
will probably be of considerable importance in correct- 
ing mistaken fancies upon the point. 


Nortiok oF Act oF BANKRUPTCY. 
Evans v. Hallams, Q.B., 19 W. R. 1158. 

The only point ultimately decided in this case was, 
that the plaintiff, an execution creditor who levied by 
seizure and sale, had not, before the levy was so completed, 
any notice of an act of bankruptcy. “ Notice,” says Black- 
burn, J., ‘‘ is information of such facts as would amount to 
an act of bankruptcy.” But this is ecarcely sufficient ; for 
what amounts to “information ”? ‘‘ It is not notice of an 
act,” says Cockburn, C.J., ‘‘ to say something to a person 
which might possibly put him to further inquiry—some- 
thing which, if he inquired further, would show him that 
an act of bankraptey did exist.” This negative seems 
to come nearer to a definition, for it imports that the 
notice must be such information as will, without further 
inquiry, inform the person receiving it of facts which 
constitute an act of bankruptcy. If, therefore, the whole 
state of facts disclosed by the information does not amount 
to such an act, there is no notice, and the execution 
creditor is protected by section 95, sub-section 3. The 
facts of the present case afford a good illustration ; the 
plaintiff had received notice of an assignment by the 
debtor of all his goods, but with it of an arrangement 
that his daughter should raise the money. “(In effect,” 
says Cockburn, ©.J., ‘ it seems to be a notice that there 
had been an assignment of all the debtor’s effects ; but 
then, inasmuch as it is not stated to have been an assign- 
ment for the benefit of creditors, and it refers in terms 
to an arrangement according to which the daughter was 
to find the money, it is quite as consistent with proba- 
bility that the daughter was to take an assignment of all 
the effects, and give value for them, as that it was an as- 
signment for the benefit of creditors.” This view of what 
is notice of an act of bankruptcy is in conformity with 
previous ‘waht such as Hocking v. Acraman (12 M. & 
W. 179. 

The reader may usefully note this case with that of 
Lloyd v. Banks (16 W. R. 988, L. B.3 Ch, App. 488). 


BANKRUPTCY~—PROVABLE DEBT. 
Kent v. Thomas, Ex., 19 W. R. 1148, L. R. 6 Ex. 312, 


Is a debt provable in bankruptcy when it is incapable 
of valuation ? 

The current of decisions is in favour of an answer 
in the negative, and the present case goes in the 
me direction. The defendant assigned to the, plain- 
tiff certain stock in which his wife had a reversion- 
ary interest, and gave a bond for double the amount, with 
a condition of defeasance in case of the transfer being 
completed. He afterwards became bankrupt, under the 
Act of 1861; and, being now sued upon the bond, set up 
that it was provable under that Act, and that he was 
therefore discharged, notwithstanding that no breach of 
the condition had taken place at the time of the bank- 
ruptey and discharge, the tenant for life not having then 
died, Having regard to the various contingencies on 
which the chance of carrying out the transfer depended, 
the Court held that the bond was wholly incapable of 
valuation ; and that it was therefore incapable of proof 
either under the 177th or 178th section. The case most 
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relied on for the defendant was In re Willis ma Ex. 530), j opinion) that the 34th section of the Wills Act aid not give 


and it must be admitted that that case has not gained in 
stability by the present decision ; but it may be dis- 
tinguished, as was done by Bramwell, B., on the ground 
that the original debtor for whom the guarantee was 
given by the bankrupt was insolvent at the time of the 
bankruptcy. The Court held that the guarantee might 
be proved, and Knight Brace, V.C., followed that decision 
(6D.G. M.&G@. 771). After the recent cases of Mudge 
v. Rowan (16 W.R. 408), Brett v. Jackson (17 W. R. 
532, L. R. 4 C. P. 259), Curey v. Dawson (17 W. BR. 
916, L. R. 4 Q. B. 568), and the present case, it 
may certainly be taken (in accordance with common 
sense) that some calculability is essential to bring a 
demand within the limits of proof; and, as Bramwell, 
B., said, if Jn re Willis decides anything to the con- 
trary, it mast be taken to be overruled by more recent 
cases, 


DEVISE OF COPYHOLDS—SEIZURE QuOUSQUE. 
Garland v. Mead, Q. B., 19 W. R. 1156, L. R. 6 Q.B. 441, 


The result of this case, and the previous one of Reg v. 
Garland (18 W. R. 429, L. R. 5 Q. B. 269), appears to be, 
to leave the lord and the trustees much in the same 
position as that which James, V.C., held to have been con- 
templated by the testatrix in Trappes v. Meredith (18 W.R. 
1017, L. R.10 Eq. 604), driven to make terms because 
neither could effect his purpose. In Reg. v. Garland the 
Court refused a mandamus tocompel the lord of the manor 
to admit the infant heir of a copyholder who had devised 
his copyheld land to trustees. The trustees still held 
aloof, and refused to claim admittance, not wishing to 
pay the necessary fines; the lord seized the lands 
quousque, but the defendants refused to attorn, and the 
lord brought ejectment. In the previous case Lush, J., 


had expressed himself to the effect that, by the operation 
of the Wills Aot, s. 3, the devise of a copyholder vested 
his estate at once in the devisees, so as to shut out the 
heir altogether; but in the present case the Court 


(Lush, J., only yielding to the authority of Glass v. 
Richardson, (9 Ha. 698, 2 D. G@. M. & G. 658) 
held * that there was no intention that the devise should 
have a greater effect without the surrender than it had 
before the statute with the surrender,” and that, since 
formerly it was only if neither devisee nor heir came in 
that the lord could seize guousque, but the heir having 
been tendered for admittance; “ the lord has had the offer 
of all that he was entitled to,” and cannot seize, It 
would Le rasii to speculate on what will be the next act 
in the drama, Can the lord now recal his refusal, and 
elect to admit the heir, or does the maxim semel optare 
potest apply, and has he lost his chance? What will the 
trustees do without the legal estate if their tenants 
should prove notice? These and similar questions may 
yet give rise to curious inquiries before we lose sight of 
the manors of Wrabness and Wix Park Hall. 


PROBATE. 
MARRIED Woman’ 8 WILL. 
Noble vy. Wilicock, Prob., 19 W. R, 1115. 


In this case a married woman had in 1869 made a 
will which contained three bequests: first, a bequest of 
separate property; second, an appointment under a power; 
and, third, a residuary bequest. The will was made with 
the husband’s assent, but he afterwards died, and be- 
queathed to his wife a large sum of money, which (and 
which alone) formed.the subject-matter of the residuary 
bequest, if that bequest availed under the circumstances 
to pass it. The testatrix had, after her husband's death, 
“ re-published ’—that is to say, had verbally recognised 
and acknowledged the will. Under these circumstances 
some interesting, though not wholly novel, questions 
arose as to the validity of the residuary bequest and the 
form in which probate should be granted. 

First, the Court held (in conformity with received 


| to any such informal “ re-publication ” was allowed 
; sanction before it; but that, on the acca the object of 
the section was “to get rid of re-publication as a — 
of confirming testamentary validity, even as 

will made before the date of the Act, and not to extend i ee 
operation to wills made since the Act. , 

Secondly, the Court held, what was equally clear, thatthe 
husband having pre-deceased the testatrix, his assent 
was of no effect. 

Thirdly, the most important question was whether, 
| inasmuch as by the Act the will speaks from the death, 

the will was to be read as if made, not when it actually 
was made and with the testamentary capacity which 
the testatrix then had, but as if made immediately before 
her death and with that full testamentary capacity she 
had at this latter period. Upon this point the learned 
Judge Ordinary relied much upon Thomas v. Jones (10 
W. R. 853, 11 W. R. 242), where it was held that a 
married woman’s will, containing a general residuary 
devise, was a good appointment under a power, which 
in the events that had happened at her death entitled 
her to dispose of the property in question, but which at 
the time she made her will did not so entitle her (as Vice- 
Chancellor Wood held, and as Lord Westbury did not for 
the purpose of the decision deny). From this he drew 
the conclusion that sections 24 and 27 apply to the will 
of a married woman as well as to others, and that it 
must therefore be taken to “ speak and take effect ” as if 
executed immediately before death. He therefore held 
that the will disposed of the property subsequently ac- 
quired by the testatrix from her husband. In the case 
cited, it will be observed, the status of the testatrix was 
the same when she made the will and at her death; the 
words of the section (24) therefore exactly applied; all 
that was needed to make the will a good execution of 
the power was to “ construe” it “ with reference to the 
real and personal estate comprised in it,” as if executed 
at the time of death. Here the status was changed. The 
learned judge does not appear to regard this distinction. 
He says; “If by testamentary capacity is meant the 
right and power to make a valid will, it is a power that 
admits of no degree; it can neither be enlarged nor 
narrowed ; a person either has it or has it not, and that 
it is not conferred by the statute is beyond a doubt,” but 
‘on the other hand, if the words testamentary capacity 
be referred to the property which, in any individual case, 
is capable of being disposed of by will, it is obvious that 
such capacity will vary and increase with the extent of 
the property over which the individual may aquire from 
time to time, and from any source, a disposing power.” 
There is, however, some fallacy in saying that the testa- 
mentary capacity in the first sense is one and indivisible. 
There is a capacity which a married woman may have ; 
and there is another capacity which she cannot under any 
circumstances have, except with her husband’s assent, 
and which the present testatrix was, in the event, as 
though she had not when she made the will; and this 
capacity has not to do merely with extent of property, but 
with kind of property or title to property. A will by a 
man or an unmarried woman would be entitled to probate, 
though it really dealt with nothing at all; but a will by 
a married woman made without her husband’s assent, 
unless it dealt with a power or with separate estate, 
would be no will at all. It is much as if a married 
woman had power to dispose by will of personal estate, 
but not of real estate, and she made a will of real estate. 
The present case therefore certainly carries the matter 
farther than Thomas v. Jones. But, fourthly, following 
the rule of Barnes v. Vincent (5 Moo. P. 0, 201), the Court, 
holding this question to be one of construction with 
which the Courts ef construction must be left to deal, 
granted the probate in a form limited to whatever estate 
the testatrix had power to dispose of, so as to leave the 
Court of construction unfettered by any decision on the 
point, We shall therefore, no doubt, meet with the case 


again. 

















REVIEWS. 


The Practice and Evidence in Actions in the County Courts. 
By James Epwarp Davis, of the Middle Temple, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. Vol. I. Butterworths. 
1871. 


Mr. Davis justly says that in presenting a fourth edition 
of a work an author neéd not use many words by way of 
preface; neither, with regard to so well-known and highly 
valued a work, need we say many words by way of com- 
mendation. Learning and accuracy may be looked for with 
reasonable certainty in any work proceeding from the hands 
of the careful compiler of the volume on poor law in the 
late edition of Burn’s Justice ; nor has the publisher failed 
to contribute his full share to the excellence of the work ; 
and in the quality of the print and paper nothing, and in 
the arrangement of the different forms of type but little, are 
wanting. The distribution of the matter is upon the whole 
methodical and convenient; but in saying this we must 
make one considerable exception. The preface warns us 
that ‘‘ Equitable Jurisdiction, and Practice in rrmasy oO 
and in various miscellaneous matters,’ are reserved for a 
second volume; and from the chapter on jurisdiction we 
find that among these miscellaneous matters is included the 
Probate jurisdiction, and apparently (though weare not told 
so)the practice in Admiralty. The chapter on the county 
court jurisdiction is a very valuable one; it traces briefly 
but clearly the growth and the present limits of that juris- 
diction ; and, but for two errors in design (as it appears to 
us), of breaking up the part of the work relating to juris- 
diction and procedure into two volumes, and uniting the 
first portion of that part in this present volume with 
the law of evidence, it would be much more valuable than it 
is. It is this latter error which has caused the mischief. 

Certainly, looking at the bulk of the present volume, no 
one would wish its dimensions increased by the addition of 
the omitted topics; but then, ont of its 918 pages 470 are 
devoted to that mixture of substantive law and law of pro- 
cedure which is known as law of evidence at Nisi Prius, 
the synopsis of which forms the advocate’s manual in 
the conduct of acause. It is a principal vice of legal authors 
that they will insist on being encyclopedists; they must 
put down everything that is in their common-place book ; 
and the man who owns the work is to have at once within 
his reach the whole circle of legal knowledge, and is never 
to be obliged to budge from the book that lies at his elbow. 
Although this part of Mr. Davis’s work is fairly good, as 
much cannot be said for it as for the rest of the volume; and 
still less can be said for its retaining its present position. 
Its subject matter is the same as that of Roscoe’s Nisi Prius: 
there is scarcely anyt ing in the latter work that is not 
applicable to p ings in the county courts ; there is ve 
little in Mr. Davis’s treatise that is peculiar to them. If 
the little which is peculiar, as, for instance, what relates to 
the question of jurisdiction, were distributed (as it well 
might be) into 3 ae wees places through the earlier part of 
the volume, and the rest omitted, that part would itself be 
more complete, and we should be the inconvenience 
of handling so large a book. There is nothing, for instance, 
relating to want of jurisdiction at pp. 528—525 or p. 732, 
which either is not or ought not to be in chap. 2 of pt. 1, 
or in chap. 1 of pt. 2. e result at present is that we 
have a very good but an incomplete manual of procedure, 
the important heads of Equity, Bankruptcy, Probate, and 
(apparently) prewar” being omitted or only slightly 
treated ; combined with a less good and also incomplete 
manual of evidence. We infer that the Admiralty jurisdic- 
tion is reserved for the forthcoming volume, because we look 
in vain in the part treating of evidence for any 
such headings as seaman’s wages, salvage, towage, 
or ship's necessaries; although from the similarity 
of the subject matter we should rather have expected 
to have found it coupled with the matters of common 
law here treated of. When these various jurisdictions come 
to be considered we shall be curious to see whether the 
samme plan is pursued; and how, in addition to the develop. 
ment of the procedure, Mr. Davies will succeed in boiling 
down into the second half of vol. ii. the whole body of law 
relating to the administration of estates, the execution of 
trusts, mortgages, vendors and purchasers, such parts of 
Probate and Admiralty jurisdiction as belong to count 
courts, and last but not least, Bankruptcy. It woul: 
however, be unfair not to take notice, that the present dis- 
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tribution of matter must be ascribed to a desire of retaining 
the original form of the work; a form which was certainly 
open to less objection when the county courts had a much 
more limited jurisdiction. And, notwithstanding the 
drawback we have mentioned, we must repeat that the book 
before us is well and carefully executed. 

The omission of the appendix containing, as Mr. Davies 
says, ‘‘an undigested mass of statutes, rules, and forms,” 
we are inclined to regret (or should be if there were room 
for it); for the text-books are few whose readers have not 
often turned with relief from the wilderness of the text to 
the comparative method of a statute or a schedule of forms. 
In the present work, however, besides the ta pga with 
which this t of the matter is distribu and the 
usually excellent typographical arrangement, a good index 
of contents at the end and a very much better index of 
statutes at the beginning go far to remove the difficulty 
which the omission of the appendix might cause. It might 
be wished, however, that the citation of sections of statutes 
and of rules in this volume had always been made with 
the same distinction of type as is usually observed in it. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Roour, acting as Chief Judge.) ° 
Oct. 5.—In re Vallee. 


Composition—Registration nunc pro tunc, where the time 
had expired in consequence of the chairman of the meeting 
(an accountant, who had also acted as receiver) refusing to sign 
until paid his professional charges. 

The debtor in this case had filed a petition for ltquidation 
in June last, and at the second meeting of creditors held in 
July a composition of two shillings in the pound was offered 
and accepted ; but it was stated that the chairman of the 
meeting, an accountant, who had also acted in the capacity 
of receiver, refused to sign the resolution until his profes- 
sional charges were paid, and the matter had since remained 
in abeyance. 

Brough now moved for leave to register nunc pro tune, 
notwithstanding that the time allowed by law for that pur- 
pose had expired. He produced an affidavit made by tho 
debtor, stating that, in consequence of the refusal of the 
accountant to sign the resolution, he had been unable to 
carry out the composition; but that having now paid the 
professional c the document had been signed, and it 
was the desire of the creditors that the matter should be 
arranged in the way proposed. 

Mr. Registrar Rocus said the Chief Judge had laid down 
the rule that he would not correct any informality, but 
allow the debtor to commence his proceedings de novo, or, 
in the event of the informality being attributable to a pro- 
fessional m, make him pay the costs. In this case, 
however, it was clear that the debtor could not be respon- 
sible because the accountant had taken advantage of his 
pssition as chairman in order to get his costs as receiver. 
Accountants now seemed to do exactly as they pleased in 
these cases. Under the circumstances, the application would 


be granted. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
LAMBETH. 
(Before J. Pirr Taytor, Esq., Judge.) 
Sep. 29.—Docwra v. Barber. 

Power of judge to fine high bailiff of another court for 
negligence tn not returning copy of swmmons in time under rules 
of practice 27 and 28 does not apply to judgment summonses. 

The plaintiff applied in this case for costs against the high 
bailiff of the Westminster County Court. A judgment had 
been obtained in this court, and the defendant not having 
complied with the order to pay, a judgment summons was 
issued and sent to the Westminster Court in the immediate 
neighbourhood of which the defendant resided. This was 
the return day and the bailiff had made no return, so that 
the Court no evidence as to the service or non-service. 
The plaintiff asked for his coste against the bailiff, on the 

und that the defendant was, to plaintiff's know- 
ies, on intimate terms with several officers of the West- 
minster court, and they could easily have served him had 
they pleased. This was the second time this kind of negli- 
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nce had occurred in this case, and the only way to enforce 
service was to fine the bailiff. 

Mr. Pitr Taytor said, on looking at rules 27 and 28 he 
was not satisfied that he had power to fine for the non- 
return of a judgment summons. By rule 27 the bailiff of the 
foreign court was required to return the summons eight clear 
days before the return day, and rule 28 went on to empower 
the judge of the home court to fine the foreign bailiff for 
not complying with rule 27. Now, as a judgment- 
summons might be served up to five clear days before the 
return day, it was clear that rule 27 did not apply to such 
summons. The distinction did not seem a reasonable one, 
but anyhow it would not be safe to make an order against 
the bailiff. The pane might, if he thought he could 
establish his case, bring an action for negligence. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Jamzs Cornetivs O’Downp, Barrister-at-law, and ! 
Deputy Judge Advocate-General, has been gazetted (in con- 
junction with Lieutenant-General Sir Edward Lugard, | 
G.C.B., and Major-General the Earl de la Warr, K.C.B.) to 
be one of the commissioners to carry into effect the provi- 
sions of the Army Regulation Act with respect to the aboli- 
tion of the purchase of commissions. Mr. J. C. O’Dowd is 
a son of Mr. James Klyne O’ Dowd, of the Irish bar (who 
is one of the assistant solicitors to her Majesty’s Customs in 
London), and was called to the bar at the Middle Temple, 
on the 26th January, 1859. He practised for some time on 
the Home Circuit, and in 1869 was appointed Deputy Judge 
Advoeate-General, in succession to Mr. Vernon Lushington, 
Q.C., who was then appointed second Secretary to the 
Admiralty. Mr. O’Dowd served as deputy under Sir 
Colman O’Loghlen, and afterwards under the late Mr. 
Davison, Q.C., and on the demise of the latter —~ 
in the early part of the present year, he conducted the 
duties of Judge Advocate-General for a few months, until 
the nomination of the Right Hon. Sir R. J. Phillimore, 
Judge of the Admiralty Court, to fill the vacant office until 
a new arrangement of its duties could be made. That 
appointment still continues in force, as nothing has yet been 
done towards conferring the office, as formerly, on a member 
of the legal profession sitting in Parliament. Mr. O’Dowd 
had, for some years previously to his appointment as Deputy 
Judge Advocate-General, been on the editorial staff of the 
Army and Navy Gazette. 


Mr. Tuomas Hap, solicitor, of Wigan, and an alder- 
man, has been elected clerk of the peace for that borough, 
in succession to Mr. John Mayhew, solicitor, deceased. Mr. 
Heald was admitted in 1852, and for some years represented 
St. George’s ward in the Town Council of Wigan. A few 
years ago he was elected an alderman for the borough, and 
had served the office of mayor for three years in succession. 
He is a member of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law 
Association. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


ExecuTion CREDITORS. 
Sir,—Can you, or any of your readers, tell me if Hw parte 
Rock, re Hall, before the Lords Justices, is reported ?. 
Liverpool, Oct. 3. 
re 


A. B. 
the Full Court (19 W. R. 1129),—Ep. 8.J.] 


= 


Mr. Mackrell, solicitor, of Cannon-street, has introduced 
Mr. L. J. Maton, B.A., Oxon., into his practice, which will 
now be carried on under the name of * John Mackrell & Co. 

Mr. Francis Spencer Wigley, Attorney-General for the 
Island of St. Christopher, inthe West Indies,has been gazetted 
an ordinary member of the third-class (or companions) 
of the Order of St, Michael and St, George, Mr. Wigley, 
C.M.G., has held the following Gnticial appointments in the 
West Indies:—Queen’s Counsel, St. Ritts, 1832; Chief 
Justice, Virgin Islands, 1835; member of Legislative 
Council, St. Kitts, on resignation as Chief Justice of 
Tortola; member of Executive Council, 1855; Solicitor- 
General, St. Kitts, 1869 ; Attorney-General, and member 
of Administrative Committee, 1860; police magistrate, 
Basseterre, 1865. In 1870 he was appointed, in his capacity 
of Attorney-General, to be Administrator of the Govern- 
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ment of St. Kitts. 


TRELAND. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY AND INSOLVENCY. 
(Before the Hon. Judge Haruison.) 
Sept. 26.—IJn re George Charles Topp. 


The bankrupt was a brewer in Coleraine. The meeting 
was for final examination. 

Purcell, Q.C., appeared for the assignees, and said that 
the bankrupt had commenved the business of brewer in 
Coleraine in March, 1869. He had previously resided in 
Staffordshire. He purchased the brewery in Coleraine for 
£500 and invested about £900 in the business. The stock 
had been sold for £365, which was in court. Some months 
ago an action for breach of promise was brought against the 
bankrupt by Miss Mary Olliffe. No defence was taken, 
and the damages were assessed at £500. Theamount of the 
verdict left him no alternative but to come into court. The 
schedule had been vouched, and the assignees were satisfied 
that there had been a true discovery of the estate, but at the 
request of those acting for the lady the attention of the 
Court was called to the fact that the action had been taken 
and a verdict recovered for £500. 

Perry appeared for the bankrupt, who, he understood, 
was to be opposed by counsel acting for the plaintiff in the 
breach of promise action. 

O’ Riordan appeared for Miss Olliffe, and opposed the 
passing of the final examination. The bankrupt had been 
guilty cf the greatest baseness towards Miss Olliffe. The 
verdiet of a jury awarded £500, for which she had entered 
up judgment, but not one penny of the amount had been 
paid. The conduct of the bankrupt had been marked by 
such deception and misrepresentation towards the plaintiff, 
who now stood in the position of a creditor for £500, as 
justified the Court in refusing to pass the final examination. 
He would prove the facts. : 

Perry said it would be well to have the legal question 
decided whether the bankrupt’s breach of promise with a 
lady constituted a trade offence by reason of which the Court 
could refuse to pass the final examination. Assuming the 
bankrupt had been guilty of all the misconduct imputed to 
him, still Miss Olliffe stood in the position of a creditor 
for £500, which gave her a pecuniary claim upon the 
estate simply to the extent it would pay. Iu Griffith 
v. Grifith (8 S. J. 745) * a case in which a creditor 
for £4,000, the amount of a verdict obtained in the Divorce. 
Court, oppesed a bankrupt, Lord Westbury said as the 
Legislature had not been pleased to make the crime of which 
the bankrupt had been guilty one that could be dealt with 
under the penal clauses of the statute, the Court could only 
look on the verdict as entailing a pecuniary liabiiity. That 
case was a much stronger:one than this. 

O’ Riordan submitted that the bankruptcommitted a breach 
of contract with Miss Olliffe under circumstances of deception 
and _ misrepresentation which constituted something very 
like a trade offence of which the Court could take cogni- 
zance. 

His Lorpsurr said it might seem rather strange that the 
statute did ym contemplate giving effect to opposition in 
such a case as this, but there seemed to be no doubt that 
when the bankrupt had made a full and true disclosure of 
his estate and eftects, and conformed to the requirements of 
the 148rd and 144th sections of the Act, he was entitled to- 

s his final examination. There was no doubt that the 
nkrupt had committed a heartless breach of contract with 
Miss Olliffe, but the verdict of the jury merely left, in res- 
ect of that, a pecuniary liability to be dealt with by the 
court. He supposed the meeting might be taken as for the 
Certificate. 

Purcell concurred in this. 

George Charles Topp, the bankrupt, was examined by Mr. 
O’Riordan. He said that the statement that was made in 
the Master's office was that if moderate damages were given 
they would probably be paid. . His brother, Mr. John Topp, 
was present when that occurred. His brother was not 
wey wealthy. He held aresponsible situation in Cork. 

udge Harrison then passed the final examination and 
granted the certificate. 


* The samo point was held by Lord Justice Giffard in Ex 
parte Clayton (18 W. R. 55), where damages recovered against 
the bankrupt, a co-respondent in the Divorce Court, were held 
to be not a debt contracted under section 159 of the tcy 
Act, 1861 (see an article on this subject (8 S. J. 764).—Ep. S. J 
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Mr. H. H. SUGG. 

Mr. Hubert Henri Sugg, solicitor, of Sheffield, died at his 
residence in that town on the 28th of September, aged thirty- 
eight years. Mr. Sugg was admitted in 1865, and for a 
short time practised at Ilkeston in Derbyshire ; but in the 
following year he settled at Sheffield, having purchased the 
business of the late Mr. C, E. Broadbent, and soon acquired 
a lucrative practice before the Sheffield bench of magistrates. 
In 1867 he was appointed to represent the trade societies of 
Sheffield before the Trades Union Commission. From the 
proceedings before this Commission he acquired a certain degree 
of local celebrity, and afterwards he was generally retained 
in cases involving disputes between employers and workmen, 
on behalf of the latter. Mr. Sugg was a member of the 
Corporation of Sheffield, having been elected last November 
to represent the Brightside Ward in the Sheffield Town 
Council. He has left a widow and family. 


MR, J. WARD. 


Mr. John Ward, solicitor, and Mayor of Durham, died at 
that city on the 29th of September, in the 63rd year of his 
age. Mr. Ward was certificated in 1830, and at the time of 
his death, besides the maycralty of the city, he held the 
offices of Deputy Prothonotary of the Court of Common Pleas 
at Darham, and Clerk to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. 
He had formerly been the principal agent of the Conservative 
party in Durham, but retired from this position a few years 
ago, being succeeded by his son, Mr. W. C. Ward, solicitor. 
Mr. Ward had been connected with the Corporation of Dur- 
ham for about twenty-three years, being first elected a member 
of the Town Council, and afterwards an alderman, In No- 
vember last he was chosen mayor, the duties of which office 
he continued to perform till his death. He has left a widow, 
seven sons, and four daughters. 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 

The following deputations are promised for the forth- 
coming meetings (beginning on Tuesday) of the society, at 
Newcastle-on-‘T'yne :— 

_ From Liverpool Law Society—Mr. I. H. E. Gill, pre- 
sident; Mr. F. D. Lowndes, vice-president; Mr. W. A. 
Jevons; Mr. F. Archer, honorary secretary. 

From Birmingham Law Society—Messrs. C. T. Saunders, 
C. E. Mathews, G. J. Johnson. 

From Manchester Law Association—Mr. John Cooper, 

resident ; Mr. Wm. , of Bury, vice-president ; e 

. H. Guest, chairman of their committee ; Mr. M. Bateson 
‘Wood, ex-president. 

From Bristol Law Society—Messrs. Lewis Fry, Wm. 
Hurle Clarke, and others. 

From Northern Circuit Division of the Metropolitan and 
begs Let SOS by B. B. Oe or Mr. 

as, Street, o: ester; Mr. T, Avison, of Liverpool ; 
Mr. J. Bulmer, of Leeds. 

From Yorkshire Law Society—Mr. T. Hawdon, president ; 
Mr. J. Holtby, ne Ey Mr. Geo. Leeman, M.P., 
and Lord Mayor of York; Mr. H. Brearey; Mr. Wm. 
Walker, honorary secretary. 

From Denbighshire and Flintshire Law Society—Mr. J. 
Lewis, of W b president ; Mr. A. T. Keene, of Mold; 
Mr. W. R. Williams, of Rhyl, honorary secretary. 

The following gentlemen also are expected from London, 
but not asa tation—Mr. J. A. Rose, deputy chairman 
of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association ; Mr. 
P. Rickman, « of the itan and Provincial 
Law Association ; . W. Shaen, J. 8. Torr, W. E. 
Baxter, H. J. Francis, and probably many others. 

The following have also been promised in addition 
to the list gi on is oun lant Seapoctilon + On 
tion,” by Mr. W. A. Jevons, of Liy Bs 
~ dora by Mr. W. 8. Daglish, 

'yne. 





| a limited extent the prerogative of awarding 





ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held at the hall of the 
Honourable Society of Clements’ Inn, Strand. Mr. Edwarg 
Bone in the chair. Mr. Hanhart moved the appointed sub. 
ject for debate, viz., ‘That the constitution of the Courts of 
Appeal is eminently unsatisfactory.” The motion was 
carried by a majority of four. 


AMERICAN PATENT LEGISLATION. 

Extract from the address delivered, at a quarterly meet- 
ing of London Patent Solicitors, on the 4th inst., by George 
Haseltine, M.A., LL.B., the chairman :— 

American legislation on patents for inventions is based on 
the first article of the Constitution.—The 8th section declares 
that Congress shall have power to promote the progress of 
science and the useful arts by securing authors and in. 
ventors the exclusive right to their respective writings and 
discoveries. 

The Colonial and State authorities had exercised to 
inventors 
exclusive privileges, but the Confederation which pre- 
ceded the National Union was not empowered to grant 
protection to the productions of inventive or literary 
genius. The Constitution has not prohibited the States’ 
granting patents, but it was the evident intention of its 

mers to confine this class of legislation to Congress— 
an intention respected by local legislators who have enacted 
no general patent laws, and inventors have been so well 
content with the liberal character and efficient administra. 
tion of the national system, that ys re rarely sought 
other protection or additional rewards. The Legislature of the 
Empire State in 1798 passed a special act, granting Robert 
R. Livingston the exclusive right of constructing and navi- 
gating every — of boats, propelled by the force of fire 
or steam, within its jurisdiction, for the term of twenty 
years, provided he should, before the expiration of twelve 
months, construct a boat of twenty tons capacity, with a 
mean speed upon the Hudson River of four miles an hour. 
The patentee forfeited the t, which was renewed to him 
and his associate Robert Fulton in 1808, and again five 
years later for terms of twenty years. This grant pos- 
sesses a scientific and historical as well as legal interest. It 
affords an eloquent illustration of the infancy and progress of 
steam navigation, with which Fulton was sointimately identi- 
fled—a progress thathas attained a mean speedoftwenty miles 
an hour upon the Hudson, and transformed a boat of twenty 
tons into a steam-ship of more thousands. This fire-steam 
navigation proved a commercial success, which excited the 
envy of losing competitors, whose infringement necessitated 
a chancery suit—not an uncommon result in later times— 
that at once impoverished the plaintiffs and established the 
concurrent but subordinate jurisdiction of the States in 
on legislation. ‘The Court of Errors, of which Chancellor 
ent, the American Blackstone, was then a justice, decided 
unanimously in favour of the local grant. The judges 
adopt, without reserve, the doctrine of State Sovereignty, 
which now finds little favour with American legislators, 
though the amended Constitution expressly declares that 
the powers not ted to the nation are reserved to the 
States or to the people. 
The first recognising the justice and realising 





Congress, 
the policy of an efficient ag —_ passed an Act to 
promote the progress of the useful arts, which were super- 
seded three years later by a similar statute, and a rondo 
Act was passed in 1836, which in turn was superseded 


Several minor Acts interven 


the general statute of 1870. 
inal term of a patent 


and notably the one increasing the o 
to seventeen years, and equali fees to native and 
foreign inventors. Through all these changes the law- 
makers have never questioned the equitable rights of inven- 
tion, or the wisdom of satisfying these rights by exclusive 
privileges for » term of years. The Colonies and States, 
imitating the practice of the Mother Country, had more 
often granted patent privileges to in porters than to inventors 
—a pernicious practice, that has {ound uo recognition in the 
national legislation. Though the common law, that regards 
alike the importer and inventor, was the prevailing law of 
the States—a fact well known to the authors of the Consti- 
tation—and, subordinate to the statutes, was formerly 
adopted hd Congress, the American Courts have never held 
that first importers are true inventors. The right to grant 
patents of importation is still vested in the States as the 
source of political power. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, Oct. 6, 1871. 
From the Official List of the actual business transacted, 
3 per Cent. Console, 923 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, Nov. 3,92§ | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 91} &x Bills, £1000, — per Ct.3 p m 
New 3 per Cent., 91} Ditto, £500, Do —3 pm 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, "94 Nitto, £100 & £200, — 3p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stook, 43 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 246 
Anunities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


{ndia Stk., 10$p Ct.Apr.’74,206 , Ind. Enf.Pr., 5 pC., Jan.’72 100 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1093 
Ditto 5 per Cent. July,’80 112} Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Oittol4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88 103 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 103 
Ditto. ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 20 } m 
Ditto <nfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 954| Ditto, ditto, under £10. 20 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 








| Railways. id.|Closing prices. 





Stook, Bristol and BKOtOr .......sseerrrssesserecseees 

Stock} CAlCAONIAN... 100 see s00 see cranes sescesens sesseeneeees ] 

Stock; Glasgow and South-Western 

Stock, Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 

Stock} _ Do., ast Anglian Stock, No.2 

Stock} Great Northern  ..cseescessesereee 

Stock| —DO., A SOCK 0... .ceeseseeeeneees . 

Stock! Great Southern and Western of Ireland 

Stock; Freat Western—Original 

Stock} Lancashireand Yorkshire 

Stock| London, Brighton, and South Coast 
London,Chatham, and Dover 


| London and North-Western... 
London and South-Western .... 
Manchester,SheMeld,and Lincol 





ia 


Do irming’ 
.-» Bi ham and Derb. 
WANA DAUDIAIT i seceennvnsercesanocviconecaecoard 8 
k| North London 





Stock) South Devon ........ 
Stock; South-Eastern ..,.. 
Stock| Tat! Vale 


~. A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. haa been paid to B. - 














Money Market Anp Crry INTBLUIGENCR. 

The railway market has continued this week its rate of 
recovery from the fall which took place a few weeks ago; the 
funds on the whole exhibit increased firmness, and the 
same may be said of the foreign market. The markets 
have closed dully this day, the principal reason for the 
sudden cautiousness on the part of buyers being the with- 
drawal of a very large amount of bullion from the banks, 
most of which, with money, will, it is said, be required for 
Germany. The general tone, however, is firm. 

Messrs. Field, Wood, & Haynes are authorised to invite 
subscriptions for £210,000 Perpetual Five per Cent. First 
Debenture Stock of the East and West Junction Railwa 
Company, being part of the £400,000 First Debenture Stoc 
created in pursuance of the Railway Companies Act, 1867. 
This stock is the first perpetual mortgage ch on the 
whole system of the East and West Junction 
miles in length, from Towcester (Northamptonshire) to 
Stratford-on-Avon (Warwickshire). This railway forms a 
ar with the Great Western Railway and London and 

orth Western Railway systems, connecting with the former 
at Stratford on-Avon, and also at Fenny Compton, and with 
the latter (by means of its running powers) at Blisworth, 
vit Towcester. Considerable progress has already been 
made in the construction of the line, the first section of which, 
nearly seven miles—viz., from Fenny Compton to Kineton, 
is already in working operation, and the contractors are to 
complete the further section, from Kineton to Eatington, by 
the Ist of March next, and they are under penalties to com- 
plete the whole line in the course of next year. The price 
of the stock now offered is £90 for each £100 stock ; it will 
be transferred in “Capen not being less than £100 stock, 
and payment will be accepted as tollows:—£10 on each 
£100 stock applied for, payable on application ; £20 on 
allotment ; £20 on Sist October, 1871 ; £20 on 30th Novem- 
ber, 1871; £20 on 80th December, 1871. Interest will 
accrue on the deposit and payment on allotment from the 





date of allotment, and on each subsequent instalment from 
the date of payment thereof, at the rate of 5 per cent. per 
annum, The stock is quoted at 2} to 34 premium, 
The Mineral Hill Silver Mines Company, Limited, 
om erage the receipt of fourteen bars of silver, value 18 414 
ollars. 





Mr. William Stratford Dugdale, barrister-at-law, of 
Lincoln’s Inn, has succeeded to the Merevale estate, near 
Atherstone, Warwickshire, by the demise of his father. Mr. 
Dugdale, who was born in 1828, is a magistrate for the 
county of Warwick. 


Mr. John Harvey Darrell, late Chief Justice of the Ber- 
muda Islands, has been gazetted to be an ordinary member 
of the third class (or companions) of the Order of St.. 
Michael and St.George. Mr. Darrell, C.M.G., was edu- 
cated at Trinity College, Cambridge, and was afterwards 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn. He entered the colonial 
service at Bermuda in 1819, and served as Attorney-General 
of that settlement from 1834 to 1856, when he was appointed 
Chief Justice, from which office he has recently retired. In. 
1861 he published an edition of the laws of Bermuda. 


At the Halifax County Court, last week, Mr. Ran- 
kin, the Registrar, read a letter from Mr. Stansfeld, 
judge of the Holmfirth and Dewsbury Circuit, resigning 

is office, owing mainly to impaired health. Mr. Rankin 
bore testimony to the impartiality of Mr. Stansfeld’s judg- 
ments, adding that he was well known outside the court, 
having been one of the seven members forming the Select 
Committee of Judicature. He had also been consulted in 
compiling the Bankruptcy Act, many of the important 
clauses of which were his suggestions. Mr. Norris, town 
clerk, on behalf of the bar, bore similar testimony. 





SIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATGS. 


BIRTHS. 


Hopwoop—On Oct. 4, the wife of James T. Hopwood, of 
Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

SHEPHEARD—On Oct. 1, at 27, Gordon-street, Gordon-square,. 
the wife of Wallwyn Poyer B. Shepheard, Esq., barrister-at- 
law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

BrwwGMAN—Ewinc—On Sept. 28, at Plemondestall Church, 
Joseph Bridgman, solicitor, Chester, to Mary Charlotte, eldest 
daughter of Charles Ewing, Golden-grove, Hoole. 

Harris—BayLexy—On Oct. 3, at St. Sfary's Church, ing, 
Robert Stanley Harris, solicitor, of Hadley, Barnet, to 
Kelly, youngest daughter of the late Richard Bayley, Esq., of 
Preston House, Surbiton. 

Roach—Hawkins—On Oct. 4, at St. Philip’s, Sydenham, 
Reginald Black Roach, M.A., and barrister of the Middle 
Temple, to Marion, second daughter of the late William 
Hawkins, of Wexcombe, Wilts, Esq. 


DEATHS, 

Ha.Es—On Sept. 30, Francis Soden Hales, aged eight months, 
only son of Francis R. Hales, of 74,. King William-street, 
E.C., and Harwich. 

Warp—On Michaelmas-day, at Durham, John Wani, solicitor, 
and Mayor of Durham, in the 63rd year ef his age. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tusspar, Oct, 3, 1871. 
Beor, Richd White, & Richd White Beor, jun, Swansea, Glamorgan, At- 
torneys, &c. Sept 19 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Farrar, Sept. 29, 1871. 


Hexham Tyne Union Friendly Society, Farmers’ Arms, Hexham, 
Northumberland. Sept 25 
ay gy hy Friendly Society, Symond’s Yatt Inn Whitchurch, Here- 
6 


. Sept 
United Leather Trade of Hexham Friendly Society, Grapes Ina, Hex- 
ham, Northumberland, Sept 27 
» Crediters under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frrpay, Sept 29, 1871. 
Abbey, Richd Hy, Lockwood, Huddersfield, York, Chemist, Nov | 
Bottomley, Huddersfield 
Nov (1. Wilson & Oo, 


Benaie, Jas, Cranbrook, Kent, Cabinet Maker, 
Cranbrook 
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Ronnd, Chas, Bank Cottage, nr Iowey, Radnor, Farmer. Dec 31 
Howell, Builth 

Bovi lle, Mary, Scarborough, York, Widow. Nov 1. Calvert, Scar- 

Cai toed Rev Chas John, Woodmansterne, Surrey. Nov 1. Down, 

Brown & 

Potter, 
Tidd 


borough 
Dorking 
Dodds, Wm, South Hetton, Durham, Innkeeper. Oct 31. 
Son, Sunderland 
Dudley, Sam], Thornhill-rd, Barnsbury, Salesman. Nov 11. 
King-st, Cheapside 
Edwards, Wm Peter, Hindwell, Radnor, Gent. Dec 31. 
Pratt, Kingston 
Fowler, David Cox, Sussex-rd, Holloway, Gent. Oct 31. Boulton & 
Sons, Northampton-sq, Clerkenwell 
Garrod, Wn, Ipswich, Suffolk, Yeoman. Nov 1. Aldous & Pearce, 
Ipswich 
Gibbins, Joseph, Houndshill, Warwick, Esq. March 1. Aplin, 
Banbury 
Haywood, Hy, Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwick, Gent. Nov 1. Hobbes 
& Co, Stratford-upon-Avon 
Jenkins, David, Pontypool, Monmouth, Merchant. Oct 2!, Edwards 
& Son, Pontypool 
Lester, John wd, High-st, Camden Town, Dyer. Oct29. Barron, 
Queen-st, Cannon-st 
Murray, Ann, Leeds, Widow. ey}. 1. me Middlesbro’ 
ne Wm, Chigwell, Essex, Esq. Dec 1. Wansey & Bowen, 
oorgate-st 
Potter, Olivia, Clifton-st North, Finsbury, Widow. Novi. Aldous & 
Pearce, Ipswich 
Pursell, Fredk, Engineer R.N. Oct 10. Hildreth & Ommanney, 
Norfolk-st, Strand 
Sutherland, John Wm, Coombe, Surrey, Esq. Nov 1. Wood & Co, 
Raymond-bidge, Gray: Gray’s-inn 
Tolson, Sarah Crow Trees, nr Bradford, York, Widow. Oct 9. 
Taylor & Co, Bradford 
Tuiton, Sir Richd, Hothfield Place, Kent, Baronet. Nov 25. Bennett 
& Co, New-sq , Lincoln’ ’s-inn 
Willis, ‘John Eawd, Cteltenham, Gloucester, Esq. Nov 16. Griffiths, 
Cheltenham 
TurspayY, Oct. 3,1871. 
Atkins, Isaac, Street Aston, Warwick, Gent. Jan 1. Dewes & Son 
Bendelack, Julia Anna, Holland-rd, Kensington, Spinster. Nov 1. 
Girdwood, Verulam-bidgs, Gray’s-inn 
Boyes, Bell, Beverley, York, Widow. Dec 1. Shepherd & Co, 
Beverley 
Briscoe, Anna Maria, Foxhills, nr Chertsey, Surrey. Nov 30, Davidson, 
Spring-gardens 
Causebrook, Fredk, Brighton, Sussex, Porter. Oct 31. Lamb, Brighton 
Clothier, Wm, Sonthwark Bridge-rd, Gent. Nov 1. Birt, High-st, 
Southwark 
Crane, Joseph, Commercial-rd East, Draper, Novl. Ratcliff & Son, 
St Michael’s-alley, Cornhill 
Deni-on, Giles, Mickletown, Methley, York, Yeoman. Nov 15. Turner 
& Bilbrough, 
Dixson, Richd, Brighton, Esq. Oct 31. 
Eastburn, Jowett, Otley, York, Gent. Nov 1. , Otley 
Ellison, Richd, Lpool, — Nov I. Toulmin & Co, Lpool 
Evans, Thos Browne, Chettle Lodge, nr Blandford, Dorset, Esq. Decl. 
Sladen & Mackenzie, Peeve, Westminster 
Gray, Jas, Versailles, France, Esq. Oct 31. Rolt, Skinner’s-pl, Sise-lane, 
Queen Victoria-st 
Hambidge, Geo, Heathill Farm, Gloucester, Farmer. Oct 21. Cox, 


Stow-on-the-Wold 
— Rev Hy Sami, Bristol. Nov 11. Iliffe & Co, Bedford-row, 
Nov 15. Ley, 


olborn 
Louch, = Stevens, Buckingham-st, Strand, Gent. 


Meath Danl, Marsh-in-Pudsey, f+ ae — —— 
Seymour & 


Nov 5. Carr 
ay Joseph, York, Gent. Blyth, Lendal, 
or 


Roberts, Anne, Leatherhead, Surrey, Spinster. Nov 8. Dawes & Son, 
Angel-ct, Throgmorton-st 

ba Thos Snowdon, Elilaw, Northumberland, Farmer. Nov 1. 
Spours & Carr, Alnwick 

Wainman, Jane, Porchester-ter Bayswater. Nov 1. Evans & Co, 


Gray’s-inn-sq 
BSankrupts. 
Prerwar, Sept. 29, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


nents Hy, Surrone, Dumfries, Scotland, Pet Sept 26. Roche. Oct 
at 


Letts, yp mpeg 


To Sarrender in the Country. 
Ceres Jas, Lpool, Cigar Dealer. Pet Sept 27. Watson. Lpool, 
et 
Davies, Soba, + va General Dealer, Pet Sept 27. Wilton, Glou- 
cester, Oct 11 at 


Davies, Edwd Win, Birkenhead, Cheehire, Draper. Pet Sept 25, Wason. 
Birkenhead, Oct 11 at 
Fitton, tton, Edwin, oan, jeneeaien, Oateake Baker. Pet Sept 27. 


Garman, Riehd Lake, yrtbechal Norfolk, Grocer, Pet Sept 27. 
Palmer. Norwich, Oct 12 at 12 
McCann, Mage pe Birm, Paper Manufacturer. Pet Sept 14. Chauntler. 


Birm, % Jet 1 
Perkins. York, 


ar By, Melbourne, York, Farmer. Pet Sept 26. 
Parsons, Blishs, hanes Wilts, Farmer. Pet Sept 26. Wilson. 
Salis , Oct 16 at 
i, Weet Kinmald erry, Lineoln, De rf, Pet Sept 26. Up- 
ee, Lincoln, Oct 13 ees " 
Reade, Philip Wm Villiers, vite, lot W, 94 Sept 27. Blake, 
Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham-st, Oct 4a 





Walter, Edmund Fras, & Wm Sutton, yeas, Surrey, Drapers, Pet 
Sept 26. Bartrop. Kingston, Oct 12 at 
Whitcomb, Edwin, Church-rd, hire | Victualler. Pet Sept 
25. Rowland. Croydon, Oct 10 at 
Turspay, Oct. 3, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Mills, Anna Julia, Beaumont-st, Bemeneye Lodging-house Keeper, 
Pet Sept 22. Brougham. Oct 17 at 11 
Mundy, Herbert, Grosvenor-st, Gent. Pet Sept 29. Brougham. 0x 
19 at 12.30 
To Surrender in th? Country, 
Bassett, Geo, Shorne Ridgway, nr ang rere Kent, out of business, Pet 
Sept 26. Acworth. Rochester, Oct 14 at 
Cambourne, Thos, & Wm Cambourne, Old Sodbury, Gloucester, Mg. 
chinist. Pet Sept 29. Harley. Bristol, Oct 16 at 2 
Carlisle, Joseph, Ca: ay Cumberland, Druggist. Pet Sept 27. Halton, 


Carlisle, Oct 16 at 1 
Clegg, John, Manch City Gaol, Prisoner. Pet Sept 28. Kay. Manch, 
Carlisle, 


Oct 19 at 9.30 

Davidson, 5 om Carlisle, Innkeeper. Pet Sevt 30. Halton. 
Oct 17 at 

Gledhill, Joseph Wm, Wortley, nr am, Shoe Manufacturer. Pet Sept 
27. Marshall. Leeds, Oct 12 at 1 

Richards, Saml, Falmouth, Cornwall, Builder. Pet Sept 27. Chilcott, 
Truro, Oct 16 at 12 

Sheridan, Chas, Frampton Court, Dorchester, no trade. Pet Sept 29, | 
Symonds. Dcrchester, Oct 17 at 2 | 

Waite, ben Guiseley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Sept 28. Marshall. 
Leeds, Oct 19 at 11 

Walker, Joe, & Thos Seares, Kingston-upon-Hull, Seed Merchants. Pet 
Sept 29. Phillips. Kingston-upon-Hall, Oct 14 at 12 

Welch, Alfd, ae py Cheshire, Coal Merchant. Pet Sept 26. Hyde, 
Stockport, Oct 20 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fripay, Sept. 29, 1871. 
Angus, Ann, Sunderland, Durham, Dealer in China. Sept 25 


Tuxspar, Oct. 3, 1871. 
Onions, Chas Hill, Sedgley, Stafford, Ironmaster. Sept 30 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 


Farpay, Sept. 29, 1871 ' 
Abbott, Jas Richd, Bucklands, Portsea, Hants, Engineer R.N, Oct 6: 
Alderson, Fredk Shaw, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer. 
offices of weg sg Pilgrim-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
bet 7 at 12, at 18, 
Millman-st, Bedford-row. King, Port 
Potter, Bridge-st, Walsail 
sie Wm Robinson, awe York, Grocer. Oct 9 at 4, at office of 
righton, Susse 
offices of Brandreth, Middle-st, Brighton 
Chester, Jopn | ee nay in Lancashire, Cabinet Malye. Oct 12 at li, 
Constable, Wm Eawd, Lorship-lane, Dulwich, Flint "Merchant. 
at 2,at office of Farnfield, wer Thames-st 
Oct 16 at 1, at offices of Clutterbuck, 
orcester 
— ton, "Richd, jun, al York, Butcher. Oct 16 at 3, at office 
Dodman oore, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Builder. Oct 13 at 3, at 
office of ‘Bunith, a GorPs-bligs , Preeson’s- 
whall-st, Birm 
Fost. r, tras, Preston, Lancashire, Ironfounder. Oct 12 at 11, at offices 
Booth, Monks Coppenhall, Cheshire, Butcher. Oct 16 at 5 
Green, Harriet, & Fredk Green, Leeds, Printers. ay 
of Scott, Albion-st, Leeds 
hambers, Broad-st, Bristol 
Holeroft, ‘Riohd, Warrington, Lancashire. Oct 18 at 3, at office of 
ice Hotel, Manch. 
maguees Sohn, Kidderminster, Worcester, bw arn Oct We 
Hunt, Ebenezer, Southwater, ng Farmer. Oct 4 at 1, at the rows 
, Jolin, Bradford, York, out of business. Oct 14 at 10, at 
offices of Robinson & Robinson, North- -st, Keigh 
James, ve Hy, iy, Clreneeter Gloucester. 


at 4, at offices of King, Union-st, Portsea 
Oct 10 at 12, a 
Alexander, Geo Wm, Portsmouth, oor audl Seller. 
—_ David, a Stafford, Grocer. 7 17 at 3, at offices of Mar- 
e, 
jussex, Cheesemonger. Oct 16 at 3, at 
at offices of Wheeler & Deane, Holme-st, Blackbu: 
Oct 12 
Cc es John, Worcester, Grocer. 
igh-st, W: 
go wey Sh 
row, L) 
Duggan, Joseph, *Neiter: Oct lat at 12, at offices of Southall & 
of Pant # Abbott, Cannon-st, Preston 
at the ing’ Arms, Earl-st, Crewe. Sheppard, Cre 
on & Nvee! Bristol, Builder. Oct 11 at 12, at offices of Beckingham, 
Bank st, Warrington 
Hotiocese. Jas, Todmorden, pore Ci Clock Maker. Oct 13 at 3.30, at the 
2, at offices of Corbet, Baxter-chambers, Church- 
Hotel, Horsham. Black & C ‘0, Brighton 
—_ ay 12, at Northfield- 
heltenham. Potte 


Oct 9 at 2, at the Home Trade 
Griffin, Birm 

det M1 at 12, at offices of 
Fussell & Co, B 1 
Oct 12 at 1, at offices of 


Oct; 9 at 4, at the Railway 
Mace, Andrew Davison, — York, Watchmaker. Oot 10 at 10, a 
office of Hudson, High-st, Stockton-on- -Tees 
= n, Wm aon eles Faw ory out of business. Oct 16 at 1, at office 
Bank-st, 
Mitchell ithbe, un, Falmouth, Cornwall, Shoemaker, Oct 14 at 2, at 
offices of Jenkins, Post-uffice-bidgs, Falmouth 


onse, 
Jarman, David, Birm, Linen Draper. 
Association-room , York-st, Manch. 
Jarritt, Wm Jollitte, Bristol, Pawnbroker. 
Barnard & Co, Albion-chambers, Brist«!. 


ir, henge wad Tailor. 
at Heck tort, 


Jordan, Fredk P 
Wittens § & Age 
Laverack, W 
Hotel, Senvtingter. 


A ale 
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mas 
Moore, Hy Edwd, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler. Oct 13 at 
2, at office of Downham, Market-st, Birkenhead 
Morley, John, Rufforth, York, Farmer. Oct 13 at 12, at the Bay Horse 
Inn, Wide-st, Selby. Haigh & Co, Selby 
Musgrave, Chas, Lincoln, Builder. Oct 12 at 11, at offices of Toynbee & 
Larken. Bank-st, Lincoln . 
Overton, Geo, Bardney, Lincoln, Wood Dealer. Oct 20at 1, at the Sara- 
cen’s Head Inn, Highest, Lincoln. Thomas 
Packman, Chas Hy, St James’-rd, Holloway, Carcase Butcher. Oct 18 
at 2, at offices of Barnett, New Broad-st 
Penny, Hy Edwin, Bristol, Draper. Oct 10 at 12, at offices of Barker & 
Lane, Guildhall, Broad-st, Bristoi 
Pottinger, Thos, Eastcheap, Tailor. Oct 13 at 11, at the Guildhall 
Coffee-house, Gresham-st. Jenkinson & Son, Corbet-ct, Grace- 
church-st 
Frosser, David, Newport, Monmouth, Builder. Oct 1! at 12, at office of 
Cathcart, Bridge-st, Baneswell, Newport 
Reid, John, Southampton, Draper, Oct 11 at 12, at the Guildhall 
Tavern, King-st, Cheapside. Killby, Southampton 
Richardson, Geo, jun, Stannington, York, Scale Presser. Oct 10 at 12, 
at a of Edey, Change-alley, Sheffield. Websters & Pickard, 
Sheffiel 
Robinson, Edwin, Wakefield, York, Painter. Oct 11 at 3, at offices of 
Fernandes & Gill, Wakefield 
Saunders, Hy Joseph, Minehead, Somerset, Tailor. Oct 12 at 1, at office 
of Harris & Co, Gandy-st-chambers, Exeter 
Scott, Jas, Blackburn, Lancashire, Shoemaker. Oct 12 at 2, at offices 
of Wheeler & Deane, Holme-st, Blackburn 
Shenton, Edwd, Biggleswade, Bedford, Nurseryman. Oct 14 at 1, at 
offices of Evans & Co, John-st, Bedford-row 
Soper, Hy Lewis, Savage-gardens, Tower-hill, Tea Dealer. Oct 12 at 2, 
at office of Jee, Fenchurch-st 
Spoor, Ambrose, Newcastle-upon’Tyne, Journeyman File Cutter. Oct 
11 at 2, at offices of Joel, Market-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Stout, Robt, Wigan, Lancashire, Tailor. Oct 25 at 3, at office of Payne, 
John William-st, Hudderstield 
Tharme, Wm, Stone, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Oct 11 at 11, at 
offices of Brough, St Mary’s-pl, Stafford 
Wilding, John Edwd, Blackburn, Lancashire, Engineer. Oct 13 at 2, 
at offices of Wheeler & Deane, Holme-st, Blackburn 
Wilson, Joseph Geo, Kidderminster, be nar Baker. Oct 13 at 11, at 


office of C . Vicar-st, Kiddermi r 
Oct 13 at 11, at 
Bretherton 


Woods, Albert, Warrington, Lancashire, Contractor. 
office of Davies & Co, Horsemarket-st, Warrington. 

Workman, Chas, Lpool, Shipping Clerk, Oct 12 at 3, at office of Dixon, 
Lord-st, Lpoo 

Yonge, John, Strand, Solicitor, Oct9 at2, at offices of Hackwood & 
Co, Walbrook 

Tuegspay, Oct, 3, 1871. 
Allsopp, Saml, jun, Tamworth, Warwick, Fish Dealer. Oct 19 at 11, at 


the Acorn Hotel, Temple-st, Birm. Wilson, Burton-on-Trent 
Barber, Wm, Runham, Norfolk, Boat Builder. Oct 17 at 12, at office of 


Cufaude, King-st, Gt Yarmouth 
‘ Oct 11 at 1, at the Bell 
Batterby, Robt Saml, Arcker-st, Kensington, Bootmaker. Oct 12 at 4, 
at offices of Macmullen, Westbourne-grove, Bayswater 
Lewis Slaney, Hulme, Manch, Screw Boot Manufac- 
turer. Oct 13 at 3, at office of Shippey, Cooper-st, Manch 
Belfitt, Wm. Waiteingies, Derby, Bu . Oct 16 at 3, at office of Gee, 


High-st, 

Biot Matthew, Cardiff, Draper. Oct !7at 11, at offices of Morris, 
High-st, Cardiff 

Bradley, Wm, Eccleshill, York, Slater. Oct 9 at 12, at offices of Rhodes, 
Duke-st, Brad 

Brown, Colin, Leeds, Woollen Merchant. Oct 17 at 12, at the Gt Northern 
Railway Station Hotel, Leeds. Perry 

Brown, nf , Broadway Cottage, nr Horndean, Hants, Wood Dealer. Oct 
9 at 3, at office of Blake, Union-st, Portsea 

Brown, Thos Cuthbert, Shessdham, Norfolk, Innkeeper. Oct 17 at 12, at 
office of Taylor & Son, Old Bank-bidgs, King-st, Norwich 

Browne, Wm Parker, Exeter, Devon, Merchant. Oct 14 at 11, at office 
Harris & Co, Gandy-st-chambers, Exeter. Carter, Exeter 

Bullock, Joseph Augustnus, Bristol, Comm Agent. Oct 16 at 11, at office 
of Ayre, Bristol-chambers, Nicholas-st, Bristol 

Chambers, Leonard Cushworth, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Whole- 
sale Grocer. Oct 16 at 11, at the Angel Hotel, Market-st, Manch. 
Broadbent, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Connor, Jas, Manch, Ironmonger. Oct 17 at 4, at office of Addleshaw, 
Kii ch 


Davies, Edwd, I.pool, Builder. Oct 19 at 2, at the Law Association Rooms, 
‘ook-st, Lpool. ley, Lpool 
Davies, Philip Lewis, Neyland, Pembroke, Tailor. Oct 17 at 10.5, at the 
Townhall, Guildhall-sq, Carmarthen, Parry, Pembroke Dock 
Dean, Thos Alex, Marden, Hereford, Farmer. Oct 21 at 11, at office of 
Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 
Dodgson, Geo Watson, Manch, Butcher. Oct 18 at 2, at office of Addle- 
shaw, King-st, Manch . 
Eckersley, Wm, Bolton, Lancashire, Engineer. Oct 13 at 3, at offices of 
Ramwell & Pennington, ge as By Bolton 
Flint, Al, Cersbalton, Surrey, Market Gardener. Oct 17 at 12, at office 
of Carter & Bell, Leadenhal 
Flint, Geo Bunywn, Carshalton, Surrey, Farmer. Oct 18 at 12, at office 
of Carter & Bell, Leadenhall-st 
Floyd, Thos, & Saml James, Penzance, Cornwall, Sawyers. Oct 16 at2, 
at office of Trevena, West End, Redruth 
Guppy, Wm, Joseph Copestick, & Fras David Rose Copestick, Commer- 
cial-st, Shoreditch, Stationers, Oot 16 at 12, at offices of Vining & 
Son, Moorgate-si-b age 
Hall, Wm, Sunderland, Durham, Printer. Oct 17 at 3, at office of Bell, 
bton-st, Sunderland 
Hancox, Herbert, Prince’s End, Stafford, Miner. Oct 14 at 11, at office 
of Stokes, Priory-st, Dudley 
Hanson, Geo Vincent, Huddersfield, York, out of business. Oct l4at 11, 
at offices of Clough & Son, Market-st, Huddersfield 
Hatch, Stephen, York-ter, Camden-rd, Builder, Oct 19 at 2, at offices 
of Bolton, Gray’s-inn-3q 


Baskerville, a eee Brewer. 


Hotel, Gloucester. ynton, Gloucester 





Hicks, Julian Sherlock Built, Lyndhurst-grove, Peckham, Scenic Artist. 
Oct 12 at 11, at offices of Johnson, Southampton-blégs, Chancery-lane 

Hirst. Isaac, Girlington, Bradford, York, News Agent. Oct 9 at 10, at 
offices of Rhodes, Dake-st, Bradford 

Howells, John, Bradford, nr Manch, Merchant. Oct 18 at 3, at offices- 
of Grundy & Coulson, Booth-st, Manch 

Humphreys, Joseph. Leicester, Baker. Oct 13 at 12, at office of Haxby, 
Belvoir-st, Leicester 

Tbeson, Hy, Buxton, Derby, Watchmaker. Oct 16 at 1, at}, St Ann’s 
sq. Buxton. Johnson, Stockport 

Janes, Chas, Si George’s-rd, Holloway, out of business. Oct 12 at 4, 
. _ Market Tavern, York-rd, King’s-cross. Taylor, Craven-st, 

tran 

Jones, Chas, Walsail, Stafford, Carpenter. Oct 16 at 1, at office of Baker; 
Bridge-st, Walsall 

Jones, Jas, Coedporth, Denbigh, Tavern Keeper. Oct 14 at 12, at office 
of Jones, Hemblas-st, Wrexham 

Jones, Thos, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. Oct 14 at 2, at office of 
Creswell, Bilston-st, Wolverhampton 

Kershaw, Hy, Longiey-green, nr Huddersfield, York, Farmer. Oct 16 
at 11, at offices of Clough & Son, Market-st, Haddersfield 

Lake, Geo Walt Gidley, Queen’s-rd, Dalston. Oct 14 at 11, at offices of 
Green, Falcon-ct, Fleet-st. Howard, New Bridge-st 

Licence, Robt, Dover, —-" Stationer. Oct 19 at 3, at the Victoria 
Hotel, Castle-st, Dover. inter, Dover 

Loftus, Thos Alex, Avenue-rd, Lewisham, Coal Agent. Oct 12at 11, at 
offices of Barton & Drew, Fore-st, Finsbury 

Male, Mary, Tipton, Stafford, Grocer. Oct 14 at 11, at offices of Lowe, 
Wolverhampton-st, Dudley 

Marshall, Robt Dixon, Durham, Innkeeper. 
Marshall, jun, Claypath, Durham 

Michell, Theophilus, Devonport, Devon, Grocer. 
of Vaughan, Aubyn-st, Devonport 

Mitchell, Thos, Winsford, Cheshire, Beerseller. 
Lion Hotel, Winsford. Bent, Winsford 

Nathan, Harris, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Furniture Dealer. 
4, at offices of Stratton, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 

Neal, Robt, & Edwd Poyey, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocers. Oct 14 
at 12, at offices of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 

Offord, Robt, Oxford-st, Manufacturing Electrician. Oct {2 at 2, at 
officesof Wilde, Gresham-st. Wickens, Palmerston-bldgs, Old Broad st 

Pardow, Wm Hy, Romford, Essex, Saddler. Oct 16 at 11, at offices of 
Brown, Basinghall-st 

Parr, Jas, Teignmouth, Devon, Hotelkeeper. Oct 16 at 12.30, at offices 
of Terrell & Petherick, Southernhay, Exeter 

Partridge, Edwd, Leadenhall-st, Oilman. Oct 19 at 12, at the Guildhall 
Tavern. Wilson & Co, Copthall-bldgs 

Partridge, Sarah, & Lydia Wiltshire, Reading, Berks, Fancy Toy Sel- 
lers. Oct 13 at 11, at office of Beale, London-st, Reading 

Price, Geo, Hereford, Watchmaker. Oct 17 at 11, at offices of James & 
Bodenham, St Peter-st, Hereford 

Richards, Wm, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Hairdresser. Oct 21 at 12, at 
offices of Barrow, Queen-sq, Wolverhampton 

Riddell, Joseph Hadley. Cheapside, Engineer. Oct 24 at 12, at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Hardwick 

Roberts, Moses Allen, Landport, Hants, Licensed Victualler. Oct 13 at 
11, at office of Walker, Union-st, Portsea 

Oct 18 at 11, at office of 


Ryde, Geo, Bangor-ter, Brentford, Builder. 
Anderson & Son, Ironmonger-lane 

Speed, John, tenets Grocer. Oct 18 at 2, at office of Lupton, Harring- 
ton-st, Lpoo 

Stafford, Richd, Walmsley,nr Bury, Lancashire, Stonemason. Oct 17 
a AE. at the Wheatsheaf, Yorkshire-st, Rochdale. Hall & Rutter, 

Stokes, Chas, Evesham, Worcester, Salt Merchant. Oct 19 at 3, at office 
of Tree, Broad-st, Worcester 

Stunt, Herbert Valentine, Southborough, Kent, Butcher. Oct 13 at 11, 
at office of Arnold, Tunbridge Wells 

Thomas, Herbert Lloyd, Water-lane, Gt Tower-st, Custom House Agent. 
Oct 19 at 2, at officesof Watson, Basinghall-st 

Topham, Edwd, Manningham, York, Fruit Dealer. Oct 16 at 2, at offices 
of Hutchinson, Piccadilly-chambers, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Whiskard, John, King William-st, Strand, Jeweller. Oct 18 at 2, at 
— of Lovering & Minton, Gresham-st. Rook & Co, King-st, 

eapside 

Wilson, Richd, Witton, Cheshire, Stationer. Oct 21 at 11, at the Red 

Lion Hotel, Winsferd. Bent, Winsford 


Oct 12 at 3, at offices of 

Oct 18 at 3, at offices 
Oct 23 at 11, at the Red 
Oct 13 at 








INE FLAVOURED STRONG BEEF TEA at 
about 24d. a pint. ASK FOR LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT 
of Meat, requiring Baron Liebig the Inventor’s Signature on every 
Jar, being the only guarantee of genuineness. 
Excellent economical stock for soups, sauces, &c. 


BILLS OF COMPLAINT. 
ILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page for 20 
copies, from which price a large discount will be allowed if cash 
is paid immediately on completion of order, 
Yatrs & Atexanpsr, Law Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


UTHORS ADVISED WITH as to the Oost of 
Py yenting and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing - 
ou . 
Yares & Auexanper, Printers, 7, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


HE LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 

account of its History and Development in the Decisions of the 

Courts of Law and Equity. By EDWARD LLOYD, Bsq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law. ice 3s, 

“Tam indebted to the very valuable little p of Mr. Lioyd, 
who has collected all the authorities on this subject.” -V.C. Weep, in 
McAndrew ¢, Bassett, March 4. 

12, Cook’s-conrt, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-ian, W.C. 
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Subscription for £210,000 Perpetual 5 per Cent, First Debenture Stock, 


BEING THE FIRST MORTGAGE CHARGE UPON THE WHOLE UNDERTAKING OF THE 


EAST AND WEST JUNCTION RAILWAY COMPANY, 


TOWCESTER TO STRATFORD-ON-AVON, 


FORMING A JUNCTION WITH THE 


LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN 


AND GREAT WESTERN RAILWAYS. 


Price of Stock, £90 per £100 Stock, 


Yielding to the Investor £5 11s. 


guaran by 


ment thereof. 


per Cent. per Annum Interest. 


The due and punctual payment of the Interest during construction, and for one year after the completion of the Line, is 
teed by the investment in Consols of a sum equal to three years’ Interest, now standing in the names of the undermentioned 

Trustees, viz.:—JamEes ATKINSON LoNGRIDGE, Esq., London (Chairman East and West Junction Railway moe pis 

CARRINGTON SMITH, Esq., 1, Lombard Street, London (Messrs. Smith, Payne & Smiths, Bankers), to be applied in t 


and Eric 
e due pay- 


COPY OF CERTIFICATE OF INVESTMENT IN CONSOLS. 
BAST AND WEST JUNCTION RAILWAY. . ; 
We hereby Certify that the Sum of Fifty Thousand Six Hundred and Twenty-five Pounds (£50,625) has been invested in our 
names in Consols, which we hold upon trust for securing (in accordance with the terms of the Declaration of Trust, dated the fifth 
July last, executed by us) the payment of Interest to the First Debenture Stockholders of the above-mentioned Company. 


Dated London, 4th October, 1871. 


J. A. LoNGRIDGE, 


Signed 
raed E. C. Smrtx, 


\ Trustees. 





Mgssks. Fietp, Woop & Haynes are authorised by, 
Messrs. Crampton & Sons to dis of £210,000 Perpetual Five 
r Cent. First Desenture Stock of the East and West | 
unction Railway Company, being part of the £400,000 First | 
rey 5 Stock created in pursuance of the Railway Companies | 

t, . 

This Stock is the First PerPervaAL Morrcacr Cuanrce | 
on the whole system of the East and West Junction Railway, 
333 miles i hock from Towcester (Northamptonshire) to | 
Stratford-on-Avon (Warwickshire). 

This important Railway forms a Junction with the Great 
Western Railway and London and North Western Railway 
pe acy connecting with the former at Stratford-on-Avon, and | 

0 at Fenny Compton, and with the latter (by means of its | 
running powers), at Blisworth, via Towcester. 

Considerable progress been made in the construc- | 
tion of the Line, the first section of which, nearly seven miles, 
viz.—from Fenny Compton to Kineton, is y in working 
operation, and the Contractors are to complete the further sec- | 
tion, from Kimeton to Eatington, by the Ist of March next, and | 
they are under penalties to com the whole Line in the 
course of next year. 

The price of the Stock now offered is £90 for each £100 Stock ; 
it will be transferred in any amount not being less than £100 
Stock, and Pogues will be as follows :— | 
£10 on each £100 Stock applied for, payable on — 

20 ‘eo tment. 
31st Oct., 1871. 
30th Nov., 1871. 
30th Dec., 1871. 


” 
” 
” 
»” 


” 
” 
” 


£90 

Interest will accrue on the deposit and 
from the date of allotment, and on each a 
from the date of payment thereof, at the rate 
annum. 

The privilege is reserved to Subscribers to pay up the whole 
of the instalments on allotment, in which case Interest, at the 
rate of 5 per Cent. per Annum, will run from that date on the 
whole £100 Stock, equal to £5 11s. Od. per cent. per annum on 
the amount invested. 


ent on allotment 
uent instalment 
5 per Cent. per 





Applicants notifying their intention to up in full will be 
entitied to be first considered in the allotment. . 


The Interest will be payable half-yearly, on 1st January 
and Ist July in each year, at the Bankers of the Company. The 
first payment of Interest will take place on Ist January, 1872. 

As guarantee for the due payment of Interest during construc- 
tion of the Line, and for one year after its completion (thus 


| enabling the Company to develop its traffic), the sum of £50,625. 


has been invested in Consols, which are now standing, in accor- 
dance with the before-mentioned Certificate, in the joint names 
of James ATKINSON LonGRIDGE, Esq., London (Chairman East 
and West Junction mater): and Erte CARRINGTON SMITH, 
Esq., 1, Lombard-street, London (Messrs. Smith, Payne & 
Smiths, Bankers), who have consented to act as Trustees, and 
who will apply the same in the due payment of the Interest upon 
the days appointed for payment thereof. 

Provisional Certificates will be issued in C mpesa 8 for the 
Bankers’ receipts, until the instalments are fully paid up, when 
the Stock will be transferred into the name of each applicant 
free of all stamp duty, and the Stock Certificates of the Company 
will then be forwarded. 

The authorised Capital of the Company consists of— 

1st.—Perpetual First Debenture Stock, bearing 5 F ed 

cent. Intereat,—having precedence of all o 
te Hy or other Stocks —— (the Stock 
now for disposal bei ere ve 
2nd.—Second Pe ei Stok (all re ae 
3rd.—Third Debenture Stock (£46,779 4s. 2d. issued, 
£53,220 15s. 10d. reserved) ee 
4th.—Ordinary Shares (all issued) ee 


£900,000 
The Acts of Parliament and scheme of arrangement, and also 
the Declaration of Interest Trust, may be seen at the Offices of 
the Solicitors of the Company, Messrs. Ashurst, Morris & Co., 
6, Old Jewry, E.C., 8 
oar, accompanied by the payment of £10 on each 
£100 Stock applied for, will be received on the Form enclosed 
herewith, which must be filled andr Be forwarded to the Consoli- 
dated Bank, Limited, 52, e Street, E.C., London, or 
its ; or to Messrs. Field, Wood & Haynes, 9, Warnford 
Court, Throgmorton Street, E.C., London, of whom Prospectuses 


may be had. 
9, Warnford Court, Throgmorton Street, E.C. 
London, 5th October, 1871. 


THE DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS OF THE 
EAST AND WEST JUNCTION RAILWAY COMPANY 


JAMES ATKINSON LONGRIDGE, Esq, 3, Poot’s 
Cxrner, Westminster, Cuarnman. 
Mason DICKSON, M.P., Waldershare Park, Kent. 
CHARLES LOWINGEE, Eeq., 1, 
Engineer—JAMES 
Solicitors— 


WILLIAM OWEN, Esq. {Chairman of the Midland Wag. 


on oa: ae A Clifton 
HENRY TOOGOOD 
minster, 8. W. 


ouse, Rotherham, 
, Eeq., 16, Parliament-street, West- 


8.W. 
BOURKE tay. C.E., 11, Little Queen-street, Westminster, 8,.W. 
Messrs. ASHURST, MORRIS, & o.,, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. 


Secretary —CHARLES BANKS, Eaq. 
Orvrices—3, WESTMINSTER CHAMBERS, VIOTORIA STREBT, S.W. 





Mesers. Viriy, Woop, & Harurs, in offering the first Debentare Stock 
A the Laat and West Junction Railway, desire to point out that this 
Stock is 2 FIReT CHARGE UPON THB EwTing Linn, which will be 334 miles 
im length, forming « Janction with the London and North Western and 
the Great Wemern Railways. 


The following particalars of the undertaking are extracted from the 
Official statesmeut uf the Company :— 

* The Enat and West Junction allway is a lino 334 miles in Jongth, 
from Towcester to Stratford-on-Avun, materially shortening the route 
via Bilswortn, from Londou, and the Northampton Iron Ore District, to 
the South Wales Coa'fi dds. 





